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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For years, researchers have forecast the increasing diversi-
fication of students in higher education as a result of changing
demographics and a variety of other social and economic
shifts. The diverse clements of today’s student body include
age, gender, cthnic and racial backgrounds, and increasing
numbers of differently abled and part-time students. Despite
the difficulties inherent in generalizing across such disparate
groups and individuals, the issues higher education faces fun
damentally relate 1o the capacity of institutions to function

in a pluralistic environment. While it is uncealistic to assume
that higher education will solve all these challenges inde-
pendent of the rest of society, it is clear that the successtul
involvement of diverse populations has significant implica-
tions for education and for the nation.

‘What Is the Current Status of Earollments,

Graduation Rates, and the Campus Climate?

Although the makeup of today's student bodies is more di
verse than 20 years ago, current enrollments suggest that this
trend has reversed itself for some groups. Moreover, many
students are clustered not only in segments of the post
secondary system but also in various levels and fields. Severad
recent national reports have sounded an alarm that the pro
gress with respect to enrollments is not sufticient. Observers
generally agree thut retention overall and the retention rute
for certain specific populations are critical problems for many
institutions, even though surprisingly little is known abowt
retention for most minority populations and for other non
traditional groups. One of the more troubling themes to
emerge is that many campuses do not effectively im 've stu
dents who are different. Students must confront ste - otypic
attitudes, unfamitiar values, ineffective teaching me haods.
and an organizational approach that may not suppont their
efforts to succeed. While such concems are prominent in the
experience of minority students, issues of stereotyping, soccial
isolation, and alienation are found in cach of the literatures
on wome, disabled students. and sdult learners as welt,
Indeed, in contemporary higher education. the condition

of diversity is all too often a condition of alicnation. Given
these institutional patterns, the dominant focus on the prep
aration of students as the prinmary issuc appedars 10 be over
emphasized. The questionable vaidity of many instruments
used to predict performunce and the evidence of other factors
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affecting performance suggest that other characteristics of
students and noncognitive measures and more critically, the
institutional role in student success, need to be considered.

What Theoretical Perspectives Might Be Useful?

The literatures on involvement, cultural pluralism, intergroup
relations, and demography illuminate some of the issues pre:
sent today on many campuses and provide a perspective that
might be helpful in addressing them. Considerable theoretical
and research evidence supports the importance of students’
involvement and integration. Such evidence points to the
need for increased opportunities for cooperative learmning

and significant interactions among peers and with faculty.
The literature on intergroup relations suggest . however, tin-
volvemente involvement cannot be achieved sivaply by put-
ting people together. The quality of the environment, power
relationships, degrec of competition, levels of frustration,

and institutional support all contribute to the quality of inter-
action and relationships. Furthermore, the literature on cul-
tural pluralism suggests that the current notion of simply
respecting differences is an oversimplification that avoids
concerns about genuine differences in values and approaches
and the ways in which institutional values also must change.
The literature on demography indicates that as long as some
groups are underrepresented, the experience of tokenism --
including isolation and heightened visibility - will emerge.
One of the greatest challenges of diversity rests on integrating
the objectives of involvement into the fabric of pluralism,

What Are the Patterns in

Institutions Labeled Successful?

Five major themes emerge from a variety of studies looking
at successtul institutions. These institutions:

L. Focus on students” success and provide the tools for
SUCCUSS;

- Have begun to develop programs for increased coords
mation with clementary and secondany grades amd for
enhianced articulation between comnmunity colleges and
four yvear colteges and universities;

3. Dedicate energy and resources to creating an accepting

environment that nourishes and encourages success;

4. Have access to good information that focuses on the insti
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tution and students;
5. Include leaders in the faculty and administration who
provide strong direction fo.” these efforts.

In addition to the insigt.*s that can be developed from suc-
cessful institutions, lessons can be leamed from women's
colleges and from historically black iustitutions. Despite nota
ble challenges to their survival, these institutions have con-
tributed significantly to the success of women and to African-
American students, particuliarly in that they provide an envi-
ronment that believes in the potential and success of their
students and involves them in all aspects of the institution.
Central to their success is the presence of many African
American and female faculty and administrators.

What Are the Fundamental Issues

of Organizing for Diversity?

The basic conceptual famework for many of the more tra
ditional responses to diversity has focused essentia'ly on st
dent assistance. These apprcaches address the particular
needs or “problems™ felt to be barriers to students’ success.
Many institutions have broadened these efforts to include
institutiondd accommaodations, which acknowledges that some
of the barriers to success rest with the institution itself. While
these accommodations are steps in the right direction, they
are not sufficient in themselves. They should be viewed as
part of a broader effort included in the capacity of institutions
to organize for ditersity. At the core of this effort will be an
organization’s ability to educate in a pluralistic society for

a pluralistic world. To reach such a place requires a shift not
only in thinking but also in framing the questions we usk.
The challenges of such fundamental transformation muean
grappling with a4 number of complex issues:

* Diversity of factdty and staff, Diverse perspectives are
required to develop organizutions sensitive 1o pluradism,
Despite overwhelming agreement that diversity in faculty
and stafl is essemial for all institutions, the goal may prove
difficult. The lack of growth in enrollments and the
absence of students from nontraditional groups in the
educational pipeline - particalarly @ the graduate and
professionat levels- threaten institutional gouls for hiring
women and minorities. Barriers 1o this effort are not only

Thx Chullenge of Diversity
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in a perceived lack of available candidates: A setious ques-
tion exists as to whether institutions are promoting and
retaining faculty members from nontraditional groups
already present. Efforts to retain and promote from within
are as important as increasing the pool of applicaints.
Mission and values. The issue of values emerges at 2 num-
ber of levels. Perhaps the most challenging has to do with
the ways in which students perceive that the values and
perspectives they bring are not appreciated and may even
put them in conflict with the institution's norms and
behaviors. Cooperation/conflict and individualism/ccm-
munity are two value domains where preferred modes

of relating and leaming may conflict with dominant in-
tutional values. Institutions need to reflect on some of
these values and on whether the institution is promaiing
assimilation rather than pluralism. Institutions must be
very clear in differentiating between those values and
goals that facilitate leaming and the mission of the insti-
tution itself, and those values that leave individuals and
groups relegated to the margin.

tducating for diversity. 1gnorance and insensitivity are
commonly present on campuses, but institutions are
heginning to aticulate a commitment to educate alf sty
dents ad other members of the community for living

in 4 plutalistic world. The content of the curriculun, styles
of teaching. and modes of assessment are three elements
in this effort,

Deading with conflict. The conditions for conflict are pre
sent on many campuses. Indeed, conflict may be an
essential part of the process institutions will experience
to clarify the many complex issues involved in creating
plusalistic communities. Conflict niay be part of the insti
tutional leaming process.

The quality of interaction. A growing bodv of research
evidence reflects the importnce of students” involve
ment with the institution and peers and between students
and fuculty. While we know much less about the nature
of this dyraumic for maov nontraditional groups, the qual
ity of interaction, the sidtudes of faculty, sttt and st
dents toward one another, and the perception of the ¢l
muatte on campus must be evaluated and addressed.

The prorceired confitct belteeen grality and divesity, The
continuing message that o fundamental conflict exists
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between diversity and quality is perhaps the most com:
pelling argument for reshaping the questions and the
discourse about this topic. We can broaden our under
standing about quality without diluting expectations for
leaming or for the cumriculum, but to do so will require
reframing our understanding about the meaning of qual-
ity, the definition of standards, performance criteria, and
assessment. Many current approaches to assessment of
students, programs, or faculty tend to devalue the per
formance of those who are different. Particular attention
must be paid to the role of stanaardized testing and the
increasing alarm about its validity for many nontraditional
populations.

What Are the Implications of

the Challenge of Diversity?

The challenge of diversity is national in scope. Given the com
plexities involved, no recipes are available to create truly plo-
ralistic organizations. lastitutions and policy makers can take
some steps, however, to facilitate the process of adequately
responding to diversity.

1. A comprehensive institutional assessment can provide
important data from which priorities can be identified

2. Cross-institutional research can identify successful insti
tutions, identify ways in which involvement can be pro
maoted, and clarify often conflicting materiat in the
literature.

3. Coordination among the educational sectors can improve
articulation and movement between levels and types of
institutions,

4. Developing programs and funds can increase the number
of students who enter teaching at ull levels,

5. Organizations that succeed in mecting this challenge cas
also play a significant role in educating all tuture teachers
and citizens to function in a diverse culture,

0. Providing increased local, state, and nutional financial
aid will muake access more possible for virtually every pop
alation of studems.

7. Sustained commitment and effort rather than episodic
interest will be required,

8. Leadership plays a central role, not only in setting goals
and providing resources but also in framing the questions
and setting the tone for deliberations,

The Chaddlernge of Diversity rif
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If a single lesson is 1o be leamned from the literature on diver-
sity, it is that we cannot simply “add and stir.” The challenges
are many, but it is clear that the process of meeting them will
bring great benefits to ali members of the community and

to the institution itself. The resources of diversity within an
organization are more likely to prepare it for the future than
any other resource.

10
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FOREWORD

Why should higher education be concerned with diversity?
This is more than just a rhetorical question. In the past sevenl
years, 2 number of events has occurred that indicate that
higher education should notbe concemned with diversity.

For example:

* Cenain segments of the assessment movement have sug
gested that it is not the responsibility of higher education
to rectify the acaemic weaknessces of secondary
institutions.

* Education leaders, such as former Secretary of Education
William Bennett, have called for a greater emphasis on
academic studies stressing Westemn civilization. This type
of emphasis sends a symbolic message that the history
and culture of the non-Caucasian world does not matter.

* During the Reagan Administration there was a decrease
of funds in constant dollar terms available for student
financial aid. This sends a message that one must be both
academically and economically qualified to obtain the
advantage of higher education.

* Enforcement by the federal govemnment of section S04
to insure proper access for the otherwise abled has nearly
ceased.

Four facts seem to be undeniable. First, the percentage
of minorities in the population is increasing at a significant
rate; second, college is increasingly the ticket to good jobs,
good life, and social and political influence: third, the enroll
ment of African American males has decreased at both the
undergraduate and graduate level; and finally, when the
majority of a population feels disenfranchised from economic
parity and political influence then there is a high probability
of social instability.

Therefore, higher education’s concern over the diversity
ot its student and faculty is more than an acadenic discussion.
The recent evidence that indicate higher education’s uck of
concem with diversity needs to be reversed. The first step
would be to heighten the consciousness of the entire academy
with the issucs surrounding diversity. This report shows how
this can be accomplished Danvl Smith, a professor of both
psychology and education at the Claremont Graduate School,
explains how diversifying a population is more than just a
muatter of access. The entire structure of the organization must

The Challenge of Diversity
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be examined carefully for intentional or accidental bias and
prejudice.

When an institution as a whole better understands the
importance of the diversity issue, then diversity will cease
having its polarizing effects. It does not have to be a liberal
v. conservative objective. It should not be a egalitarian v. elitist
goal. It should only be a social goal or a common goal for
everyone who values a stable and just society.

Jonathan D. Fife

Professor and Director

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
School of Education and Human Development
The George Washington University
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INTRODUCTION

For years, researchers have forecast the increasing diversifi- -
cation of students in higher education as a result of changing
demographics and a variety of other societal and economic The theme Of
shifts (Frances 1980; Hodgkinson 1985). Indeed, dramatic alienation
changes have taken place in the composition of student ...180
bodies in American higher education. The diverse elements powerful voice
of today’s student body include age, ethnic background, sex- in the
ual preference, and ever-increasing numbers of “differently” Hterature
abled, part-time, intemnational, and commuting siudents.
Despite the difficulties inherent in generalizing across such
disparate groups and individuals, this report suggests that the racial and
issue higher education is facing fundamentaily relate to the etsmic
capacity of institutions to function in a pluralistic environment.  spinorities.
In this context, the report addresses the changes ir. demo-
graphics that have taken place and raises some of the critical
issues that emerge in responding o the challenge of diversity.
Historicaily, as institutions have evaluated their success with
different groups of students, most of the questions have
focused on success in terms of the student and attributed suc-
cess or failure to the student’s background characteristics. Qut
of that research came a wealth of information on students’
background characteristics, personality factors, and family ori-
gins and the refationship between those characteristics and
academic success. While a rationale exists for this approach,
the result has been that the problems and the responsibility
to be successful were defined in terms of the individual. An
extensive literature now suggests, however, that the issues
facing nontraditional students go beyond their individual or
group backgrounds-- and even beyond the particular inter-
action of their background with the institutional environ-
ment—directly to the question of whether institutions are
designed to deal with diversity. The theme of alienation per
vades the literature. It is a powerful voice in the literature con
ceming racial and ethnic minorities. It is also present in the
literature focusing on women, the disabled, and other non
traditional groups. A synthesis of this literature suggests that
our research, programs, and institutional and public policy
must be focused not only on the "needs” of each nontradi
tional group but also on the organizational issues institutions
must address (Boyd 1982; Burrell 1980; Jaramillo 1988; Lun
neborg and Lunneborg 1985; Pearson, Shavlik, and Touchton
1989, Verdugo 1980; Wilkerson 1987; Zambrana 1987).
In light of the broad literature deseribing the experiences
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of many of these student groups, one of the central questions
that emerges is how higher education will meet the challenge
of diversity. Not enough progress has been made; indeed,

in a number of areas it has been reversed. Although an alarm
has been sounded, the calls to action may not yet adequately
address the complexity and depth of the issues involved. By
looking at many of the groups that have been at the margin
of institutions of higher education, this monograph attempts
to examine some of the critical issues that develop when an
institution addresses the challenge of diversity.

It must be noted at the outset that the challenge of dive rsity
is not new to this decade, to higher education, or to this coun-
try (Anderson 1987; Peterson et al. 1978). Indeed, since its
founding, the United States has been viewed as a major social
experiment precisely because of its efforts to create a single
society involving people of diverse ethnic, religious, and
national backgrounds. Traditionally, the metaphor for such
an effort has been the “melting pot™ in which people come
from all over and create a new American culture. That image
has increasingly been called into question. At its most hasic,
today’s challenge calls for the creation of a society in which
individual differences are respected and allowed to coexist.
While such a statement is easy to make and to support, the
Jorm of that society is not very clear while the challenges of
creating it are very redl. The process of creating communities
requires decisions and interactions that address fundamental
values, preferences, or rights, some of which may conflict.
Such decisions are also affected by levels of communication,
styles of interaction, or perceptions about others that are
related 1o a person’s background. They are, in other words,
strongly affected by diversity. Thus, the consequences of het-
erogeneity have dramatic implications at all levels of society
and at all 1vels of the organizations within that society.

Clearly, we have not yet achieved a vision of what a plural-
istic commu.iity should look like. Indeed, it is not clear that
we even agree on all the elements of that vision. Volumes
have been written addressing these questions: The Negro in
the United States (Frazier 1957), An American Dilemma (Myr-
dal 1962), The Nature of Prejudice (Allport 1954), and “New
Black White Patterns™ (Pettigrew 1985) are examples of such
scholarship. It is therefore unrealistic to assume that higher
education can on its own achieve plasalistic communities that
do not reflect the problems in the larger society or that higher

20



education can, independent of other institutions, solve all the
challenges of diversity. But just as the issues of a culturally
pluralistic society must be high on the national agenda, so
too must they be high on the agendas of colleges and uni-
versities across the country. Not only will the successful in-
volvement of diverse populations tip the balance between
institutional survival and failure and between educational
quality and mediocrity, but, more significantly, the social
implicarions spread far beyond the academy.

Numerous national reports concerned in particular about
the participation of minorities in higher education have artic-
ulated eloquent appeals for national and educational attention
to this issue. One of the most recent, Oree-Third of a Nation
(Commission on Minority Paticipation 1988), is a joint under-
taking of the American Council on Education and the Edu-
cation Commission of the States. It sounds a warning;

America is moving backward—not forward—in its efforts
to achicve the fudl participation of minority citizens in the
life and prosperity of the nation. . . . If we allow these dis-
parities 1o continue, the United States will inevitably suffer
a compromised quality of life and a lower standard of
dving (p. 1).

Most scholars tend to mark the late 1960s as the beginning
of the changes in diversity in higher education. It is ilnportant
to recognize, however, that colleges and universities have
been adjusting to and accommodating “new™ kinds of stu
dents almost since their founding, Although their efforts are
most notable for their lack of success, attempts to educate
Native Americans were part of the founding principles of a
number of colonial colieges (LaCounta 1987). The move
toward coeducation in the late 19th and early 20th centuries
and the introduction of older students with the passage of
the Gl Bill following World War 11 provide examples of a
broadening diversity in the populations that entered the acad
emy before the sixties (1asser 1987; Wilson 1987h). While
ways in which students and institwtions accommodated the
new arrivals can be dited in cach case, the need for changes
that never occurred is more evident.

Earlier effonts to achieve diversity notwithstanding, the past
two decades have witnessed a dramatic shift in the demo-
graphic makeup of society as a whole as well as an influx of
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new students in higher education that are more diverse than
ever beforz. As such, the past 20 years have presented a chal-
lenge to American higher education that is deeper and more
significant than any changes that preceded them.

Caveats

iis monograph focuses on the chatlenges of diversity facing
colleges and universities today. To attempt such a task, how-
ever, first requires a recognition of some of the limitations
inherent in the process, including the ability to generalize
and the limits of language.

The risk always exists that in auempting to address the
broader issues of diversity, as this monograph does, the per-
spective of particular groups will become so generalized as
to be unrecognizable. The reality is that important differences
exist in the issues, histories, and experiences of specific
groups of students—women, racial and ethnic minorities, the
disabled. Certainly, the issues of child care faced by a student
who is also a single parent are experienced differently from
a student dealing wirh racial discrimination (Pounds 1987).

It will be suggested, however, that unless institutions come
to grips with diversity and the issues related to it, it will be
difficult to address specific issues brought by individual
groups.

Researchers must atways be prepared to struggle with the
chullenges presented by the need to summarize, to generalize,
and to reach conclusions, while at the same time recognizing
the distinctive experiences of particular groups. 1t is ironic
that in stressing this distinctiveness, we are concurrently creat-
ing classifications that are quickly rendered inadequate. We
classify people into groups by gender, age, minority, disability.
We classify institutions as two-year colleges, research univer-
sities, private or public institutions. It quickly becomes appar-
ent that these groupings are themselves too simplistic
(Hughes 1983; Pounds 1987).

Too often the definition of “handicap™ conjures up the
image of a wheelchair. The institutional response to the dif-
ferently abled then is to build ramps, 2 maodification of no
consequence to someone who is deaf or leaming disabled.
Those with learning disabilities are an important part of this
group yet have very different needs based not only on the
handicap itself but also on the fact that this handicap is not
visible (Schmidt and Sprandel 1982). The literature frequently
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“escribes the Latino population without recognizing that this
group includes people from very diverse backgrounds whose
experiences in colleges and universities are not at all uniform
(Burgos-Sasscer 1987). The census classifies as “Hispanic™
those of Mexican-American, Puerto Rican, Cuban, and Central
or South American origin (Brown, Rosen, and Hill 1980). Of
the 17.3 million people classified as Hispanic in 1985, over
10 million were Mexican-Americans and 2.6 million Puerto
Ricans (McKenna and Ortiz 1988; Salganik and Maw 1987).
Four hundred eighty-one tribes are classified as Native Amer-
ican, each with its own traditions yet each one sharing some
part of the experience of being grouped together as one.

The Asian-American population is another important exam-
ple of this issue. The classification “Asian-American” includes,
among others, the experiences of those of Japanese, Chinese,
Vietnamese, Cambodian, Korean, Philippine, and Pacific Island
origins. While over 60 Asian-American subgroups are de-
scribed in the literature (Carter, Pearson, and Shavlik 1988),
much of the literature either categorizes all of these peaples
together or discusses the experiences of just one or two of
them, ignoring the rest. Sensitivity is expressed in the liter:
ature by those concemed about Asian-Americans. Asians »re
assumed to be an example of the “model” minority group
that has made a successful transition to higher education, with
their only issues being related to the burdens of overachieve.
ment and overenrollment. These assumptions ignore the wide
variations among their subgroup: and ignore the issues of
racial discrimination, access, and success that do exist ( Hsia
1987, 1988; Sue 1977, 1979).

By the same token, almost all the fiterature dealing with
African-American populations, womea, adults. and the dis-
abled increasingly points to the necd to acknowledae the very
great differences in individuals and subgroups that cxist. Gen
der, for example, provides an importunt division for every
other subgroup. Women of color face invisibility when certain
issucs facing those in this group are ignored under discus
sions of race or gender.

Thus, the danger of overgeneralizing oo the one hand and
being so specific on the other makes it dificult to come to
any conclusions. This danger is one that institutions and scho
lars of higher education must confront, as it represents one
of the difficult challenges of diversity itself. Nevertheless, it
is through the various litciatures on specific groups that this
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monograph was developed. Clearly, it would be impossible
10 adequately review the separate literatures that now exist
on the adult leamer, the African-American student, the Latino
student, the disabled student, and so on. it is not the intent
of this monoggraph to do that. These litetutures, however, are
critical to the topic-—ari they have been reviewed to try to
bring together the common themes that address diversity.

Another caveat involves the problem of language—a prob-
lem that takes two forms. The first is the question of how to
describe the various groups being discussed in a way that
respects their traditions and preferences. Our language is in
constant flux, and it takes time for consensus to develop about
the naming of groups. The once common use of such terms
as “minority” and “black™ has now shifted, In the meantime,
choices have been made that attempt to respect current pref-
erences. For example, this monograph uses the term “Latino”
as the term of choice, despite the fact that the Census Bureau
uses the term “Hispanic” for data collection, Despite the Cen-
sus Bureau's classification of Native Americans as Native Amer-
icans, this monograph uses the former as the identification
to be used, except when referring to population wbles. Ref-
crences to physical and leaming disabilities or impairments
can be controversial. As those who are “differently abled”
achieve a greater degree of visibility and power within society,
cfforts will no doubt continue to find a “label” that feels suit-
able (Duffy 1989). This monograph refers to those who are
differently abled as the disabled because of the literature in
this area. The issue of labels is imporant and significant and
thus controversial.

Another nomenclature issue is reflected in the extreme sen
sitivity that centain words have 1o various readers. Racism -
or institutional racism-  is increasingly being “named™ on
campuses as one fundamental cause of the problems facing
campuses today. Others resist using such terms because of
the defensiveness they cause. Nevertheless, common use of
the phrase “qualified women or minorities,” for example,
reveals many troubling assumptions. We do not usually say
“qualificd whites  One cannaot ignore the role of racism. sex:
ism, and homophobia as they affect institutional practice und
students” experiences. The emphasis in this monograph is
on illuminating some of the emerging issues that campuses
need to address.

The literature on the topic of diversity is veny uneven, both



in its quality and in the topics under discussion. The vast
majority of the early literature on diversity, for example,
focused on African-American students (Myrdal 1962; Pettigrew
1985; White and Sedlacek 1987). Very little has been written
to date on Cambaodian, Vietnamese, or Korean students,
although some important studies on different Asian groups
are included in the litcrature on counseling and human ser
vices (Sue 1979, 1981). Surprisingly little research on Chicanos
has been undertaken until recently (Webster 1984). What is
written on the disabled tends to focus on program develop
ment, with much less available on the students themselves,
their satisfaction and retention, or other issues (Jarrow 1987).

A final caveat: Such a complex topic as diversity inevitably
raises questions and problems that few societies - let alone
institutions— have solved to all groups' satisfaction. The pro-
cess of evaluating success in particular creates its own chal-
lenges. To a disenfranchised person, some progress is not very
comforting, while to an administrator trying to ¢reate change,
some progress might be all that can be expected. This mono
graph attempts to look at the question of success with baoth
these perspectives in mind.

Framing the Qucstion

The last section addressed the importance of nomenclature
for "how the problem is named involves altemative scenarios,
cach with its own facts, values, judgments, and emotions”™
(Edelman 1977, p. 29). This concept is not simply an abstract
one: It is a central part of the thesis of this monograph and
one of the most difficult challenges facing decision makers.
For example, when retention is named as the student dropout
rate, we imply a problem with the student (Jaramillo 1988).
When we define retention as an institution's graduation rite,
we focus on the institution. Furthermore, “as long us we con
done the use of metaphors [that] conjure up a scenario of
individual initiative and responsibility for educational faifure,
change will not occur™ (Jaramillo 1988, p. 27). This issue is
most important, because the definition of a problem «an
dramatically affect the solutions sought, which has panticulur
implications for the education of minorities, where too ofien
failure has been focused on the student and the student's
hackground. But the issue can be tound in the approach of
institutions to virtually all groups on the margin. 1t s also
reflected in the development of new curricular approaches
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where early efforts focused on the absence of women or
minorities from the curriculum. As curricula have been trans-
formed, entire new ficlds and questions have emerged that
point out the deficits in the canon rather than the deficits in
women and minorities (McIntosh 1989).

Despite theoretical models in higher education stressing
that the outcomes of education are the result of complex
interactions between the student and the institution, much
of the literature, programs, and research have focused on the
student and the characteristics of the student that lead to suc-
cess. Framing the questions in this way deemphasizes organ-
izational issues and organizational change (Willie and Ed-
monds 1978). Carefully framing the question is an essential
element in meeting the challenge of diversity.



THE STATUS OF DIVERSITY

It is easier to talk about a desire to create a report card for _

higher education—to evaluate its success—than to actually The
do it. While some objective data are available, success also

depends upon the choice of relevant criteria. This choiceand  roportion of
the interpretation of the data vary depending upon the view Mm
one brings to the study. Moreover, it is difficult to imagine American and

discussing higher education without reflecting the multi- Latino

limensionality of the system. Great variation is present within
the system on most any criterion. In evaluating the response adults m! are

to diversity, however, the three most common measures

involve patterns of enrollment, retention through completion going on to

of degree programs, and the institutional climate. The follow-

ing sections evaiuate higher educatior. as a system in these declined in the

tesma. 1980s.

Earcollment
How successful has higher education been in achieving a sys-
tem of open aceess to diverse populations? The answer to this
question depends in pant on the specific criteria of success
one wishes to employ. Once again, framing the question
becomes critical. One can compare factors to the distant past,
to the recent past, to popuiation demographics, and to an
ideal of what “ought to be.” A number of studies outline areas
of progress, areas of decline, and areas of stagnation (c.g.,
Commission on Minority Paticipation 1988; Green 1989; Pet-
tigrew 1985; Wilson 1987a). In many cases, the same statistic
may reflect both progress and decline. How should these sta
tistics, for example, be evialuated? In 1940, 5 percent of ubites
and 1 percent of blucks were college graduates In 1985, the
Sfigures were 20 percent and 11 percent, repectively (Center
for Education Statistics 1987). The gap between the two
groups was greater in 1985, but the ratio of progress was faster
for African-Americans than whites--improvement according
to onge criterion, greater distance according o the other. As
Gunnar Myrdal suggested in 1962, the significance to Amer-
icans is often not some degree of change achieved but look-
ing at the change in light of the general value of the American
creed, the ideal. Nevertheless, the uneven distribution of
diversity and the lack of progress, particularly with respect
to some populations, is part of the concemn expressed today.
Much of the carly literature and research in higher educa
tion began from the assumption that the typical college stu-
dent was white, was 18 to 24 years of age, lived in a residence
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TABLE 1

Higher Education Eanrollments by Age, Gender,
and Attendance Status, 1975 and 1985

(000)
1973 1985
No. % No. % Change
Total 11,185 12,247 +9
14-24 years 7061 63 7,151 58 +1
Over 25 years 4124 37 5099 42 +24
Men 6,149 55 5818 48 -5
Women 503 45 6429 52 +28
Full time 6841 o1 7075 S8 +3
Part time 4344 39 5172 42 +19

Source: Center for Education Statistics 1987, p. 123.

TABLE 2

Higher Education Enrollments by Racial/Ethnic
Group, 1976 and 1984

(000)
1976 1984
No. % No. % Change
Total 10,986 12.163 +11
Hispanic B 35 529 43 +38
White 9076 826 9767 8§13 +8
Dlack 1033 94 1070 88 +4
Asian/Pacific Island W8 1R mN2 3l +93
Native American 76 07 83 07 +9
International 219 20 332 27 +82

Source Center for Education Statistios 1987, p. 152

hall, attended college full ime, and was more often male than
female, While a tendency remains to address questions as if
these descriptors were still true, one would have a difficult
time justifving such a description today. Tables 1 and 2 pro
vide data on the enroliment characteristics of today’s students,
both graduate and undergraduate,

In fall 198<, 42 percent of all students were over 25. 52 per-
cent were women, and 42 percent attended part time (iable
1). Women over 25 were 24 percent of all students enrolled
in 1986 (O'Barr 1989). In addition, in 1984 approximately
17 percent were members of an ethnic minority and another
3 percent were intermnational students (table 2).




The largest ethnic minority is African-American, which in
1984 accounted for 8.8 percent of the total enrollment in
higher education (table 2). In that same year, African-
Americans made up 10.9 percent of the general population
18 years and older (Center for Education Statistics 1986). Lati-
nos were 4.3 percent of the enrollments in higher education,

compared to 6.3 percent in the general population over 18,
Asians were 3.1 percerit compared to approximately 2 percent
of the general population in 1980, and Native Americans
accounted for less than 1 percent of the total enroliment and
of the population in general (Camegie Foundatiou 1987,
Chew and Ogi 1987; Hsia 1987).

While few data are available on the number of disabled stu-
dents in higher education, current data suggest that from 3
to 6 percent of entering freshman ciaim a physical disability
of some sort (Astin, Green, and Kormn 1987; Fichten 1986).

It is more difficult to determine rates for learing disabilities
given the problems of definition and the lack of systematic
research on this topic in most national studies (Claxton and
Murreli 1987; Kirchner and Simon 1984; Lopez and Clyde-
Synder 1983; Perry 1981).

Taken as an aggregate, these figures represent a consid-
erable change from 20 years ago. The number of African-
American students has more than doubled, and the represen
tation of womnen, adult learners, and part time students has
increased considerably (Bean and Metzner 1985; Blake 1987;
Lee, Rotermund, and Bentselman 1985; Sedlacek and Webster
1978). Today's overall enrollment figures in higher education
do more adequately represent the patterns in the general pop-
ulation than they once did. Most of the changes, however,
occurred during the late sixtics and early seventies and reflect
major efforts at the national, state, and local levels. The growth
of the community college system, the move to a highly non.
residential and commuter student population, extensive fed
eral and state financal aid programs, special services, and pro
grammutic and curricular changes resulted in new poputations
of students. In particular, many authors cite financial aid as
a key element in the change, particularly for minority pop-
ulations (Astin 1982; Bean and Metzner 1985; Brown. Rosen,
and Hill 1980; Oliver and Etcheverry 1987; Ostar 1985;
Stumpen and Fenske 1988; SHEEQ 1987).

Current and recent enrollment trends Jemonstrate that the
thrust uf those carlier changes has shifted. The progress in
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some cases has slowed and in others has been reversed. While
Asian and Latino enrollments have increased both absolutely
and as a percentage of the enrollment, African-American en-
roliments declined between 1980 and 1984 despite increases
in the high school completion rates of each group (Blake
1987; Camegie Foundation 1987). indeed, while the absolute
and relative number of Latinos has increased, the increase

is simply a function of the greater numbers graduating from
high school rather than a function of an increased percentage
going on to college. The proportion of African-American and
Latino young aduits who are currently going on to college
has declined in the 1980s (Camegie Foundation 1987; de los
Santos 1986; Wilson 19874, 1988). The general conclusion
from this literature is that Latinos and Native Americans are
still very much underrepresented. While the overall numbers
for Asian students appear to be strong, the variation among
Asian groups leaves some groups still underrepresented
(Asian-American Student Association 1984; Hsia 1988; SHEEO
1987). In this instance, serious underlying issues become
masked by grouping into one mass populations that are in
truth quite different.

It must be recognized that the pattern of increases and
declines in persons of color varies considerably from insti-
tution to institution. A 1987 study, for example, shows that
while 20 percent of campuses reponted increases in African-
American enroliments, 13 percent reported declines. The
same is true for other ethnic groups, though many more cam-
puses reported increases in Asian students (21 percent) than
fosses (7 percent) (El-Khawas 1987: Lee 1985).

While estimates of the disabled in the population vary, it
appears that these students are still very underrepresented,
although the absence of good information and basic defini-
tions makes establishing a base of comparison very difficult
(Asch 1984; Jarrow 1987; Marion and lovacchini 1983; Perry
1981).

Distribution of student enroliments
according to institutional type

The 3,000 mstitutions of higher education in this country have
not been uniformly successful in achieving diversity as mea
sured by student enrollments. Although historically African-
American institutions still enroll a disproportionate share of
African American students in higher education, the great
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TABLE 3
Total Enrollment by Race/Fthaicity of Student and

Type of Institution, Fall 1984
(000)
All Public Private
Iastitutions (X of Total) (% of Total)

Na. fyex Lyear Fyear 2yerr
White 9767 43 34 21 2
Black 1,070 40 39 18 4
Hispanic 529 33 53 12 2
Askn 382 41 42 16 1
Native 83 36 51 10 4
American
Nonresident 332 51 15 3z 1
alien

Source: Center for Education Statistics 1987, p. 153.

majority of African-American students now attend traditionally
white institutions (Allen 1987; Livingston and Stewart 1987,
Morris 1979; Wright 1984). Most Native American students arc
enrolied in approximately 20 primarily Native American col
leges, most of which are community colleges (Fries 1987).

Table 3 illustrates the enroliment patterns for minority stu
dents between public and private institutions and between
two- and four-year colleges and universities. Among all college
students, 77 percent attend public institutions and about 35
percent attend two-year public institutions. For Latino stu-
dents, the figures are 86 percent in public institutions and
53 percent in two-year public institutions, for Asians 83 per-
cent and 42 percent, and for Native Americans 87 percent and
51 percent. The most striking pattern to note is the high per
centage of Latino and Native American students attending pub.
lic two-year institutions. Because of the generally lower truns
fer and completion rates for two year colleges, these figures
have implications for retention and the completion of the bac
calaureate degree (Arciniega 1985; Mingle 1987; Richardson
and Bender 1987; Tumer 1987).

Table 4 was prepared as the result of evidence indicating
it is important to fook at the differences between public and
private institutions as well as different levels of institutions- -
universities, four-year colleges, and two year colleges (Clowes,
Hinkle, and Sman 1986; Lee 1985; Morris 1979). This analysis
separates the enrollment figures by level and by type of insti-
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TABLE 4

Enrollm Institutional and Race/Ethnicity,
ent by Falll)gge ity

All institutions Native
Al White Black Hispanic Ashn  American Forelgn
Universities # 5% 13% 13% 4% 15% 42%

dyear 0% 4% MY ™ % 0% 2%
2yeas OOH% 4B M % 55% 16%
Universities

Public 8% 1% % g% 7% 13% 2%
Private 6% % T % % % 14%
4-year colleges

Public 25% 4% 0% 24% 24% 2% 2%
Privge 14% 19% 14% R% % 7% 0%
2.year colleges

Public % % 3% 53% 3% 5% 15%
Private 2% % % 1% i% 1% 1%

Totals muty notbe 100 as a result of ounding.
Sotree. Center for Education Seatistics 1987, p. 153

tution for stretonts usine fall 1984 enrollment figures. The data
suggest that four-year institutions, particularly four-year prublic
institutions, have the most even distribution of students across
racial lines. While community colleges have a disproportion-
ate share of minority enrollments, research universities have
fewer minority members.

An altemnative way t look at these figures is to compare
minority distribution by type of institution. Table 5 illustrates
that public four-year and public and private two-year insti-
tutions have the highest percentage of minority enrollments.
The percentage of persons of color ranges from 24 percent
in private two year colleges to 15 percent in public univer-
sities. Once again, however, the pattern varies among ethna
groups. Latinas are most represented in public two yeer insti-
tutions, African Americans in private two yedr and public four-
yedr institutions.

The stai 18 of overall enrollment demographics over the
last 10 yeurs suggests improvement in numbers for Asian stu-
dents as a group and for women but less improvement, even
loss, for Latinos and African Americans. It is also clear that stu-
dents are clustered not only in various segments of the post-
secondary system but also in various levels and fields within
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TABLE §
Institutional Profile by Racial Enrollment, Fall 19842

Universities 4-Year 2-Year
Public Private Public Private Public Private
Whites 85% 81% 7% 83% 78% 76%
Blacks 5 6 11 8 10 16
Hispanics 2 3 4 3 7 4
Asian 3 4 3 2 4 1
Native
Aﬂ’@m b b h b 1 1

Foreign 4 6 2 4 1 1

Totals may not be 100 as a result of rounding,
bLess than 1 percent.
Source: Center for Education Statistics 1987, p. 153.

higher education. For example, the representation of women
in the sciences and engincering has improved but is still very
low. Morcover, the underrepresentation of African-Americans,
Latinos, and Native Americans in certain fields, such as the
sciences, and at the graduate and professional levels is also
apparent {Astin 1982; Blackwell 1988; Camegie Foundation
1987; Dix 1987; Stern 1988; Trent 1984; Trent and Braddock
1988). In geaeral, the literature cites the issue of uneven dis
tribution in fields for all minoritics and for women. This
underrepresentation has significant implications for the future
of higher education and for society.

Enroliment projections

Several possible scenarios can emerge rom an analysis of the
relationship between population demographics and patterns
of college enrollment. One can assume, for example, that as
the population in society diversifies, so too will the popu
lations of colleges and universitics. These projections are
based on assumptions that the pattems of diversification will
continue if only because the demographics of society are
changing ( Commission on Minority Participation 1988; Estrada
1988; Hodgkinson 1985; Wilson 1987a). Society 1 getting
older, and more adults are expressing interest in furthering
their education. Moreuver, the ethnic makeup of precollegiate
students refleats the increasingly diverse minority populations
present in society. It is anticipated that by 2000, one-third of
all schoot age children will be members of ethnic minorities
and that by 2010, one third of the nation will be African:
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American, Latino, Asian, or Native American (Commission on
Minority Participation 1988; Lee 1985; Wilson 1987b). Latinos
alone are the second largest and fastest-growing minority pop-
ulation in the United States (White and Sedlacek 1987). More-
over, it is likely that the disabled college population will also
continue to grow as more differently abled students graduate
from high school and efforts are intensified to provide access
and support for them (Asch 1984; California Community Col-
leges 1986; Fichten 1986; Hameister 1984; Health Resource
Center 1987; Mick 1985).

For this view 10 hold, institutional matriculation and success
rates for the various subgroups in the population would have
10 be roughly equivalent. It also assumes that once arriving
at the university, success rates would be roughly equal. This
scenario is implicit in our assumptions about a desirable
future. Certainly a review of today’s enrollment patterns would
support the view that this scenario has taken place in many
institutions fo some degree and in some places. Yet in some
very important ways, it is not occurring. Enrollment pattems
will not change simply because the population has changed.

A second view would predict that the demographic makeup
within higher education will not reflect the changing character
of the population and that a significant education gap will
occur among groups in society. This scenario could emerge
for a variety of different reasons. Differences in high school
completion rates, differences in perception about the value
of higher education, differences in institutional performance
could all create this long-term picture. It is also possible that
different subgroups of the population will not view higher
education as capable of meeting their goals and will choose
alternative routes for advancement (Arbeiter 1987). The num-
ber of adults today attending alternative forms of postsecon-
dary education and the larger number of minorities pursuing
work and the military as altematives to continued education
give credence o this possibility {(Cox and Jobe 1988; Wilson
1987h).

A third scenario would project dramatically uneven distri-
butions of these various poputations throughout postsecon-
dary education, with some being educated at more selective
colleges and universities and others being clustered in two-
year institutions. Whilc it may be the case that different insti-
tutions serve very different purposes and. may thus serve cer-
tain populations better than others, distribution according
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to racial, gender, or age breakdowns raises serious questions
for society. A policy analysis of the status of African-Americans
in higher education cautions (along with many others) that
access cannot simply be evaluated across all of higher edu-
cation (Morris 1979). “Higher education in the United States
has evolved into a highly refined institutional status hierarchy”
(Astin, quoted in Morris 1979, p. 56).

These three scenarios a 2 all possibilities and to some
degree are reflected in today's statistics. Thus, to the degree
that each scenario is true today, the conclusion conceming
higher education’s success in achieving diversity in its enroll-
ments is mixed (Chacon, Conen: and Strover 1986; Ei Khawas
1987; Hill 1984; Richardson, Simmons, and de los Santos
1987). Part of the concem expressed in the literature relates
to the consequences that each scenario has for society.

In some way, our life as a nation depends both on culti-
vating intelligence 10 keep our complex social order running
and preventing the formation of a permanently alienated,
undereducated, unemployed, “under class” (Bruner 1983,

p. 196).

Retention

Retention is an important measure of success, but it is com-
plicated by a variety of definitions and by the variety of ways
in which it is measured. Institutional retention, for example,
is a very important measure of success for institutions but,
from the standpoint of public policy, may be less critical than
retention as measured by completion of a degree. The general
conclusions about retention in the literature emerge from a
number of different sources. Some researchers have looked
at the national rate of degree completion compared to enroll-
ment to estimate retentior. rates (Commission on Minority
Farticipation 1988). Others have studied the retention rates
of specific groups at the institwtional level; still others have
used such national data bases as the Cooperatie 'nstitutional
Research Project or High School and Beyond 1o assess reten-
tion and degree completion (Hill 1984; Hilton 1986; Momis
1979; Tinto 1987). In geaersl, the literature agrees that the
overall retention of minorities, particularly African- Americans,
Latinos, and Native Americans, is lower than retention for
white students and that overall retention is now about equl
for men and women (Nettles 1988b: SHEEQ 1987). The duta
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on men and women overall and on men and women of color
suggest that the timing of degree completion and the nature
of the reasons when the degree is not completed differ (Tinto
1987). Little data exist on retention as a function of age,
though some data indicate that older students and other non-
traditional students are more apt to leave for reasons external
to the institution, such as jobs and family considerations, than
would be true for traditional students (Bean and Metzner
1985).

While most studies conclude that the rates of degree com-
pletion for African- Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans
are below that of whites and that the number of degrees con-
ferred to African Americans has declined since 1975, the fig-
ures vary with the sample and measure being used (Blake
1987; Cardoza 1986; Commission on Minority Participation
1988; Council of Graduate Schools 1986; Hill 1984; Hilton
1986; Nettles 1988a; Sanders 1987; SHEEQ 1987; Sudarkasa
1987; Webster 1984; Wilson 1987a, 1988). Nevertheless, many
authors point with alarm to the dropout rates for these groups
(Blake 1987; Commission on Minority Participation 1988;
Sanders 1987; Wilson 1987a). One study estimates the rate
of degree completion for whites to be two and one-half times
the rate of degree completion for Latinos (Council of Grad-
uate Schools 1986), while another reports that the dropout
rate for Native Americans is between 75 and 93 percent
(Guyette and Heth 1983). In any case, “a decline in educa
tional atainment by any substantial population group is cause
for deep concem™ (Commission on Minority Pasticipation
1988, p. 14).

Again, types of instituttons vary considerably. Some have
pointed to the success of historically African American col
leges and some of the more selective institutions in retaining
and graduating minority students (Allen 1987; Blake 1987,
Fleming 1984; Gurin and Epps 1975; Hart 1984; Morris 1979;
Pascarella 1985; Tinto 1987 ). As stated carlier, historically
African American colleges continue to account for a greater
proportion of undergraduate and advanced degrees awarded
to African Americans relative to the smaller proportion of
African American students now attending historically African
American colleges and universities (Hart 1984; Morris 1979;
Nettles 1988a; Richardson, Simmons, and de los Santos 1987;
Wilson 1988). Some caution, however, that the picture is
mixed at African American institutions { Nettles, Thoeny, and




Gosman 1986): Their recent studies have found that rates of
progression are slower and rates of ~.trition are actually higher
overall at African-American institt sons than at white institu
tions. Significant here are the background differences of stu-
dents in attendance and whether the institution is public or

tutions admit students who are less prepared by traditional
standards and thus may be expected to have a higher rate of
attrition. The data suggest that these institutions still graduate
greater proportions of students than white institutions where
the rate of attrition cannot be fully explained by academic
preparation.

Some evidence also suggests that private institutions in gen-
eral and African-American private institutions in particular are
more successful with regard to retention (Davis and Nettles
1987; Hart 1984; Hill 1984; Nettles, Thoeny, and Gosman
1987). Indeed, the proportion of degrees awarded to minor-
ities in private institutions is twice that of public institutions
(Richardson, Simmons. and de los Santos 1987). These data
are confounded by the heavy presence of minority students
in public two-year institutions, where relatively fow students
move to four-year institutions (Chacon, Cohen, and Strover
1986). Clearly, care must be exercised in making simple con-
clusions across institutions and institutional types. The inter
actions of race, gender, and institutional type and control are
significant and can affect general conclusions about retention
(Pascareila 1985). Nevertheless, retention is a cause for
national concern.

The Campus Environment—

A “Chilly Climate”

Many campuses today look very different from 20 years ago,
and a cursory glance might suggest that higher education hus
made significant progress in terms of students’ diversity. But
the challenge of diversity goes beyond the kinds of changes
evidenced by increased programs and services, The consistent
theme of alienation experienced by students of nontraditional
backgrounds in their campus environments is symptomatic

of a deep underlying problem that has not been adequately
addressed. The voices of these students are those of people
who feel like outsiders, "strangers in a strange land” (Beck
ham 1988). The current literature suggests that some campus
environments are more “chilly” than welcoming, more “alien
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ating” than involving, more hostile than encouraging.

Again, it is impornant to recognize that generalizations
across a complex and diverse system are risky. Informution
about students’ experiences on their campuses, while signif-
icant, does not reflect the universal view of all students, nor
does it reflect individual students’ view of their campuses.
One study of African-American students at predominantly
white institutions reports, for example, that their experiences
were “not very unpleasant or very pleasant” (Allen 1982),
while a later work reports that experiences of racial discrim-
ination were frequent (Allen 1986). These mire:. conclusions
are not uncommon and may be related to deqrees of asso-
ciation and to such factors as social distance (Carter and Sed-
lacek 1984; Griffith 1978; Loo and Rolison 1986; Lunneborg
and Lunneborg 1985; Patterson and Sedlacek 1984; Peterson
et al. [978).

Although it is imporntant to keep this perspective in mind,
the following comment should nevertheless cause the higher
education community to pause and reflect:

If a Rip Van Winkle wbo retired in 1966 came back today,
resumed bis reading of the Chronicle of Higher Education,
and browsed through . . . Change, be would bave to wonder
not at the magnitude of change since 1965 but at the con-
tinuity of problems. . . . The statistics for blacks are anything
but cheering . . . Yet perbaps the most conspicuous change
a Rip would note is the deteriorated climate for interracial
unity. . . . The presence of blacks in bigher education falls
woefully short of where men and women of good will boped
and trusted it wowdd be by 1987 (Bombholdt 1987, pp. 6-7).

More schering, this statement should not be read with only
African-American students in mind, because it could apply
to virtually all nontraditional populations in one way or
another. The literature reviewed through the following sec
tions cites a myriad of barriers facing the diversity of students
on their campuses, barriers that cun be psychosocial, aca
demic, financial, and physical. Al too frequently, it mentions
ali -~ ation (Asamen and Benry 1987, skinner and Richardson
1988; Vasquez 1982).

Women
The phrase “a chilly climate”™ was coined to reflect the expe
rience of won.en on today’s campuses for a report that says
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women, even though they constitute a majority of students,
have not become fully integrated on today's campuses
(Sandler and Hall 1982). As other studies have suggested, the
issues involved in women's achieving full integration concern
not only numbers but also treatment by faculty, attitudes on
campus about gender, curricula that still ignore the contri-
butions of women, sexual harassment, the absence of role
models, limited opportunities for leadership, and, even more
fundamentally, approaches to leaming that have not tradition-
ally been reflected in the very value system of higher edu-
cation (Belenky et al. 1986; Pearson, Shavlik, and Touchton
1989; Sandler 1987; Walton 1986). Such research suggests that
varieties of approaches to leaming and inclinations toward
cooperative leaming styles, for example, are not easily accom-
modated on many campuses (Claxton and Murrell 1987; Rossi
1987; Sandler 1987). The Camegie Commission's recent study
on the undergraduate experience (Boyer 1986) reports that
even today women are less likely to participate in class, and
other studies support the conclusion (Krupnick 1985).

If women, who constitute a majority of students and mirror
their male counterparts in social, economic, and academic
backgiound, encounter a chilly climate on campus, how might
persons of different ethnic and racial backgrounds or older
students or the disabled perceive the campus? In general, the
theme that emerges from rescarch, interviews, and general
commentary is that many campuses are alienating for their
students (Beckham 1988; Brown 1982; Burrell 1980; Elam
1982; Freedman 1981; Mclntyre 1981; Mallinckrodt and Sed
lacek 1987; Mustin 1985; Oliver et al. 1985; Parker, Scott, and
Chambers 1985; Ponterotto, Grieger, and Heaphy 1985; Rasor
1981; Suen 1983; Zuber 1981).

Minority students

Because of increasingly focused concem about minority
enrollments and retention, a reasonably large body of liter
ature discusses the campus environment experienced by
minority students. Because of their numbers in the population
and their longer history in higher education, the experience
of African-American students provides the core of this liter:
ature (Allen 1982, 1986; Elam 1982; Loo and Rolison 1986,
Morris 1979; Nettles 1986: Patterson and Sedlacek 1984, Peter
son et al. 1978; Ponterotto, Grieger, and Heaphy 1985). The
amount of literature is growing on Latinos, particuludy Chi-
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canos, nowever, and literature on the experience of Asian and
Native American students is emerging (Chacon, Cohen, and
Strover 1986; Hsia 1988; Madrozo-Peterson and Rodriguez
1978; Qlivas 1986; Oliver et al. 1985; Patterson, Sedlacek, and
Perry 1984; Rasor 1981; Sanders 1987; Sue 1981; Suen 1983,
Webster 1984; White and Sedlacek 1987). A forthcoming pub-
lication will address the chilly climate for women of color.
While a large component of this literature focuses on the
needs of minority students that result from lack of adequate
preparation in specific areas, financial pressures, or lack of
support and advising, another phenomenon, not often
addressed as directly, emerges from the literature. Study afier
study reports the experiences of minority students from all
backgrounds who encounter racism and overt or subtle forms
of discrimination by other students or faculty. Many of these
students experience culture shock by being in an environment
where dominant values, expectations, or experiences may
be very different from their own and may be implicitly or
explicitly devalued (Allen 1982, 1986; Allen, Gurin, and Peter-
son 1988; Asamen and Berry 1987, Beckham 1988; Chew and
Ogi 1987; Fiske 1988; Garza and Nelson 1973; Jaimes 1980;
Oliver et al. 1985; Parker, Scott, and Chambers 1985; Sanders
1987, Sedlacek 1987; Sedlacek and Brooks 1976; Wright 1987,
Zuber 1981). While poor academic preparation and socio-
cconomic status may be a barrier to matriculation, evidence
is growing that the poor quality of minority students' life on
campus and their sense of isolation, alienation, and lack of
support are more serious factors in attrition (Allen 1988b;
Ammstrong West and de la Teja 1988; Bennett and Bean 1983,
Crosson 1988; Jones, Harris, and Hand 1975). One important
factor associated with success for African American students
is the degree of academic integration in campus life through
the faculty and curriculum; on many campuses, integration
is not sufficient in either academic or residential life (Nettles,
Thoeny, and Gosman 1986). How is one to be integrated in
this kind of environment?

Ask u Black student about the racial dimate on campus and
he ar she will likely describe it as a microcosm of society,

... They bedr outlundishly insensitive statements and
vhserve painful expressions of disrespect and downright
batred. . .. Repeatedly, bowever, black experiences in mostly
white colleges are chronicles of bow the institutions baye
almast systeratically bruised self esteem and doled out mere
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pittances of support services (Beckham 1988, p. 76).

The issues surrounding the campus environment go deeper
than individual acts of overt racism to more subtle questions
conceming values and customs. Native American students,
for whom soft speech and indirect eye contact are appropriate
behaviors, suffer the consequences when confronted with
an environment in which argument, assentiveness, and direct
ness may not only be expected but also viewed as indicators
of intellect and academic commitment (Sanders 1987). A com-
parison of perceptions of a university environment between
Mexican-American and Anglo-American students found sig
nificant differences between their pesceptions and comfort
with such things as politeness, assertiveness, and risk taking
(Garza and Nelson 1973). A number of studies on the leaming
styles of African-American, Native American, and Latino youth
suggest more variety than is usually dealt with in waditional
forms of pedagogy (Claxton and Murrell 1987). These patterns
of difference reflect additional impediments to leaming,

Research still suggests that white students have more neg:
ative attitudes toward African- Americans, particularly in inti-
mate or personal interactions, while African-Americans are
more likely to appreciate and value their interracial experien-
ces (Carter, White, and Sedlacek 1985; Carver, Glass, and Kat
1978; Korolewicz and Korolewicz 1985; Le Flore 1982; Liv-
ingston and Stewart 1987; Martinez and Sedlacek 1983; Mina-
toya and Sedlacek 1984 Switkin and Gynther 1974). Ironically,
despite common campus discussions about minority students
who isolate themselves on campus, available research suggests
that the amount of interracial contact among whites s much
lower than it is for minorities (Dinka, Mazzella, and Pilant
1980). Given the relatively small number of minorities on
many campuscs, these results are not surprising, suggesting
that we need to be camious about how we define the prob
lem. In this case, the problem may not be minority students
wha isolate themselves but nonminorities who avoid contact.
The rising number of reports about racial incidents on cam
puses across the country document 4 problem that appcars
to be increasing, one that reflects growing tension in dealing
with diversity ( Bechman 1984; Rooks 1988; Weinberg 1982).
A summary of the environment for racial and ethnic minorities
on four-year campuses concludes that “while the scope and
depth of racial and discriminatory attitudes and behavior are
unknown, it is clear that many predomimantly white four-year
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colleges and universities have somehow failed to live up to
their ideals as civil and tolerant social communities that
respect diversity and pluralism” (Crosson 1988, p. 381).

The aduit learner

Attendance at a college or university for acult leamers often
requires the juggling of many roles. These students often
attend part time, hold jobs off campus, and have significant
family commitments. At the same time, they are often very
persistent and have clear goals for their education. Some, such
as women reentering college, have been out of school a long
time, and others face significant financial pressures as they
struggle to get an education. When tive adult leamer is also

a woman of color, the number of barriers is multiplied (Pear-
son, Shavlik, and Touchton 1989). These factors provide chal-
lenges for both the student and the institution in terms of
class schedules, chil.’ care, financial aid (which is often geared
to the full-time student), carecr advisement, and access to the
full range of services and programs. The student who cannot
spend time on campus beyond the period spent in class cats-
not as easily leam about available services or how things are
done or, indeed, experience the cultures of the campus itself.
Many authors point out that the characteristics of the adult
leamer also have implications for methods of teaching and
learning. Students expect that their academic program will

not only acknowledge the validity of their own experiences
but will also connect those experiences to their study. The
literature suggests that the difference between the adult stu-
dent and the traditional student presents significant challenges
for teaching. The literature also describes the needs of adult
students for emotional support and information (Bauer 1981
Bodenkoop and Johansen 1980; Corirage 1984; Ceeange 1980;
Duhon 1986; Dumell 1980; Hetherin;on and Hudson 1981,
Hu 1985; Knowles 1978; Sastow 1981; Soldler 1982).

Disabled students
The passage of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
not only has facilitated and encouraged the enrollment of stu-
dents with physical and learning disabilitics but wiso validated
e legitimacy of concerns about dccess for those with
disabilities.

The needs of these students, particularly those with physical
disabilities, raise fundamental questions about access and
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accessibility on campuses. Through architectural modifica-
tions, the restructuring of testing procedures and curricular
requirements, and the availability of interpreters, tape
recorders, computer systems, and support services for the
learning disabled, more campus programs‘have been made
available. In many cases, these modifications have made leam
ing more beneficial and fruitful for students, faculty, and staff
whose own leaming or physical needs do not classify them

as disabled but who nevertheless have special needs.

The need to reduce barriers for these students appears rel
atively straightforward, although from an institutional point
of view, it requires commitment and expense. The literature
suggests, however, that the need for physical or curricular
enhancements is not the most formidable barrier those with
disabilities face. Studies report the social isolation of disabled
students that results from the discomfort experienced by the
nondisabled in their interaction with them. Professor Seymour
Martin Lipset, a well-known sociologist, author of more than
40 books, and himself dyslexic, described the isolation for
such students as “punishing” ( Stanford Observer 1989, p. 6).
Social isolation is pertinent, not only because of the obvious
emotional consequences for the individual but also because
it creates a loss of access 1o critical, albeit informal, informa-
tion on how to succeed. In dealing with the issue of social
isolation, the emphasis seems to be on educating the disabled
person rather than educating the institution or the majority
culture to include those students who are different. Indeed,
one line of research focuses on techriques that disabled stu
dents can use 10 increase the comfont level of nondisabled
students. Yet surveys suggest a preponderance of negative
atitudes faced by the disabled, evidence of avoidance behav
ior, and discomfon, suggesting that the disabled raise issues
of vulnerability to others (Asch 1984, Belgrave 1984; Deme
trulias, Sattler, and Graham 1982; Fenderson 1984; Patterson,
Sadlacek, and Scales 1984 Richurdson 1976, Stitwell, Stilweld,
and Perril 1983; Yuker, Block, and Young 1965).

Summary
The kinds of experiences reflected in the literature suggest
the diverse populations of students we have been dealing with:

* have a wide variety of needs for specific programs and
services;
¢ have powerful and alienating experiences with racism,
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discrimination, and stereotypic responses;

* have experienced campus attitudes and behaviors that
isolate them;

* have experienced campuses that socially, physically, or
programmatically (e.g., through the curriculum) com-
municate to them that they do not belong or are not
welcome;

* have experienced a campus culture and value system that
may not be consistent with their own background;

* feel the pressure to be exemplary, a phenomenon that
is particularly strong for members of visible minorities
whose numbers are small in the institution.

These experiences include needs and barriers that are quite
specific in focus and scope, such as ramps and tutorial pro
grams. Others result simply from being different or being a
member of a visible minority. These experiences can stem
from behaviors and incidents that reflect insensitivity to issues
of difference, but they can also result from the experience
of feeling that one does not belong. Such feelings can be
based on visual and physical cues in the environment, by sirn-
ple observation of who is in charge, or by how one is treatecl.

The significance of the quality of the environment is very
important. It may both directly and indirectly affect perfor-
mance and persistence. Experiences of alicnation, lack of
comfort, and isolation not only deprive students of access to
information, support, and programs but can also produce
stress and a general fack of commitment that the rigors of an
education necessarily require (Allen 1988b; Etzioni 1968; May-
nard 1980; Nettles 1988a; Olivas 19806; Rochin and de la Torres
1987; Seceman 1959; Uncapher ¢t al. 1983; Zambrana 1987).
“While isolation can be detrimental, cross-cultural contacts
cun be especially damaging if members of the maijarity bring:
with them significant measures of prejudice, intolerance, igro-
rance, or disdain”™ (SHEEQ 1987, p. 33). If these issues are
combined with deficits in academic preparation, the conse-
quences of socioeconomic status, financial pressures, role
conflicts, and family factors, it is not surprising that we see
the negative figures related to retention and enrollment of
groups different from the general population, These issues
can be important for any member of the community who feels
different but particularly for new students who at the same
time are experiencing the transition to 4 new environment
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(Hall 1984, 1986; Madden et 1. 1987; SHEEQ 1987; Williams
and Siegmar 1978).

Deprivation has consequer.ces for the rest of the commu-
nity as well. The nontraditional student's fack of access to
information and exchange results in lack of exchange for tra
ditional students as well. It has long been argued that part
of the reason students are re juired 10 leam other languages
and about other cultures is that it broadens the student’s
understanding of society and how he or she is shoped by and
in tum shapes the culture in which we live. The same rea
soning applies to all aspeds of diversity in an educational
community (Bowser and Hunt 1981; Katz and Ivey 1677,
Willie 1981).
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THE ROLE OF STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

In attempting 10 understand why some students succeed and
others do not, research has focused on the role of background
characieristics. Considerable ciution must be exercised in
interpreting the results of this approach. We are much clearer
today that finding simple causal relationships is not possible.
Moreover, by focusing attention on a narrow range of vari-
ables, we have restricted the investigation of other factors
associated with sucess {Netdes 1988b).

The classic literature on persistence and college perfor-
mance has generally concluded that background character-
istics are some of the most reliable predictors ¢f success. High
schoo! grade poim average, sociveconomic staius, Scholasric
Aptitude Test (SAT) scores, and parental education have con-
tinually emerged to predict persistence or college Grade Point
Average (GPA) (Astin 1975; Cope and Hannah 1975; Pantages
and Creedon 1978). While most of that early lirerature did
not differentiate among campus groups, except perhaps
between men and women, the assumption remained that
background characteristics were the most salient factors. 10
look at to predict a student’s sucvcess in college. Given that
what is expected of a student in college is not unlike what
is expected in high schocl, it is not unreasonzible to pay seri-
ous attention to these factors. In coming to this conclusion,
however, it is important to remember first that many of the
early studies did not differentiate between voluntary and insti-
tutional dismissal. For some groups, academic background

can play a more significant role in explaining academic failure.

Second, while variables like high school GPA were often the
largest predictors of persistence, they often accounted for only
10 to 12 percent of the variance in explaining persistence.

In other words, academic background in many cases was not
as potent an explanation of attrition as assumed (Tinto 1987).
Moreover, the tendency was to describe such variables as SAT
scores and high school GPA as measures of academic ability
rather than academic preparation or background, suggesting
that the problem is innate as opposed 1o a fundtion of
experience.

While recent research still focuses on traditional students
and traditional measures of academic preparation, a growing
~ody of research looks at other factors associated with the
success of a variety of nontraditional populations. Much of
this research is finding that not only do factors related to aca
demic preparation continue to be importaat but that other
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factors are also important (Arciniega 1985; Astin 1982; Bean
and Metzner 1985; Bennett and Okinaka 1984; Burrell 1980;
Fields 1988; Lynch 1985; Nettles 1988b). Learing Coflege, a
very significant book, summarizes the most current V' _crature
on persistence, including a careful look at what can be said
about retention for a variety of different populations, and cites
the importance of differentiating between those who leave
voluntarily and those who are dismissed for academic reasons
(Tinto 1987). It also points out the complex relationship
between institutional characteristics and students' background
characteristics as they relate to persistence. Using the National
Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972 as a base,
Tinto points out that the differential in rates of persistence

for African-Americans can be traced more to educational back-
ground than to class or race but that this statement is not true
for Latino students for whom persistence is not related to aca-
demic preparation but may be related more to their collegiate
experience. The presence of greater numbers of Latino stu-
dents in two-year institutions, where retention is lower, likely
play: a role in their attrition.

In addition to traditional background characteristics, the
literature reflects the imporntance of such factors as the com
mitment to academic or occupational goals, the quality of the
student’s effort, good study habits, attitudinal characteristics,
and other kinds of life experience as related to success (Astin
1975, 1985; DiCesare, Sedlacek, and Brooks 1972; Fields 1988;
Nora 1987, Pace 1984; Wright et al. 1988). Important research
has demonstrated the importance of noncognitive variables
in predicting success (Sedlacek 1982; Tracey and Sedlacek
1984, 1985). This rescarch comparing African-American and
white students concludes that noncognitive factors like pos-
itive self-confidence, understanding of racism, realistic self-
appraisal, and community involvement are more significant
than academic ability in predicting persistence. Another study
found dropout rates for whites related to academic variables
but for African Americans to 4 measure of social estrangement
(Suen 1983). As mentioned earlier, preparation cannot explain
the high dropout rates for Latinos (Tinto 1987). A very elegant
study of Latinos in sz community colleges found that com
mitment to the institution and to educational goals was an
imporant indicator of retention (Nora 1987). And evidence
suggests that for many students, particularly commuter stu
dents, older students, and Chicanas, external factors like family
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and work demands play significant roles in persistence and
performance (Astin and Burciaga 1981; Bean and Metzner
1985; Chacon, Cohen, and Strover 1986; Zambrana 1987).

Throughout this literature, the role of gender is dealt with
unevenly. Nevertheless, the complex interaction between such
characteristics as race and gender cannot be overlooked. Chi-
canas experience a different kind of stress as a funciion of
family and work demands (Zambrana 1987). Ais cmerging
theme in the literature concerns the declining presence of
African-American males in higher education (Wilson 1988).
Gender must be regarded 4s an important characteristic to
be studied and understood along with race, culture, class,
and disability (Bell Scott 1984; Pearson, Shavlik, and Touch
ton 1989).

For all the years of research on the factors associated with
persistence and performance, no clear answer exists to the
question about the role of background characteristics. A dan.
ger is present, however, that the role of traditional measures
of preparation continues to be overemphasized, thus over-
shadowing the role of the institution, the collegiate experi-
ence, and other noncognitive variables. For those already pre-
sent in higher education, educational deficits may not be
nearly as important as the deficits that emerge from lack of
self-confidence and from being in environments that question
one’s presence there (Nettles 1988b). While traditional forms
of academic preparation cannot be ignered, these elements
play more of a role for some students than for others, for
some forms of withdrawal than for others, and in some insti
tutional contexts than in others. In terms of students’ char
acteristics, other noncognitive factors need to be understood.
considered, and emphasized. Moreover, the institutional
responsibility for these issues cannot be ignored. The insti-
tution, the situation, and the student all play roles in students”
SUCCESS.
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THE CHALLENGE OF INVOLVEMENT

Theories of Involvement

Many recent national reports about higher education as well
as studies of enroliment management have echoed a similar
theme: the impornance of stidents’ involvement in their own
learning process. Tinto (1987) and Astin (1975, 1985) among
others have developed major theoretical positions and

spawned significant research that stress the imponance of stu-

dents’ involvement in the academic enterprise. Both point
out that the role of involvement can be both direct and indi-
rect. Clearly, students are more apt to leam and to succeed

if they are involved in their courses and involved with the cur-

riculum. But research also shows that being involved with
one’s peers, with faculty outside the classroom, and with the
institution can also facilitate success (Astin 1985; Fox 1985;
Nettles and Johnson 1987; Pascarella 1980; Rooney 1985).
Connections of this sort not only create a comfont level with
the environment and offer academic and emotional support;
they also provide access to information that facilitates adap
tation to academic life beyond what is presented in hand-
books and catalogs. Access to information has been cited as
critically important to a number of nontraditional groups, par-
ticularly those who are part time and those who commure,
Such students are especially vulnerable to the complications
that come from “not knowing” (Creange 1980; Hetherington
and Hudson 1981; Hu 1985; Nora 1987, Vaz 1987).

Tinto has developed a model of retention that has evolved
from earlier models of student outcomes. His w-xk is more
explicit, however, in describing the complex interactions
between background characteristics and the campus environ
ment, positing that the fit between the student and the envi-
ronment involves both social and academic integration in the
institution. Social integration 1clates to involvement with
peers, campus activities, and so on, while academic integra
tion relates to academic performance, involvement with the
curriculum, and contact with faculty and staff. Tinto suggests
that when a student experiences integration, that student is
more likcly to persist. Importantly, lack of fit—or incongru
ence—occurs when the individual views himself or herself
“at odds with the institution,” a phrase that comes very close
to describing the concept of alienation (Babbit, Bruback, and
Thompson 1975; Braddock 1978; Loo and Rolison 1986).

A student’s involvement- or lack of it- - can be with dif
ferent parts of the institution and can vary by degree. Clearly,
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most institutions are comprised of any number of complex
subcultures with which an individual might identify. More-
over, certain kinds of campuses, such as small institutions or
residential campuses, may provide more opportunity for in-
volvement than others. Based on his summary of the literature,
Tinto suggests that centrality of the group is also an important
factor; that is, the degree to which the group with which one
identifies is perceived as being central to the institution is

an important element fostering feelings of involvement with
that institution. He cites some literature suggesting that the
most effective support programs for minorities, for example,
are those perceived to be central rather than peripheral to
the institution. The implications are important. In particular,
it might not be sufficient for an individual student to be
involved with just any group if he or she perceives that that
group is marginal to the institution.

A reasonable amount of research now supports Tinto's
model. Some of the work investigating the different forms
of integration---academic or social, informal or formal—sug-
gests that one or the other might be more imporant for dif-
ferent groups under different circumstances. Not surprisingly,
the results are not entirely consistent, suggesting that many
factors are related to the significance of involvement. One
study found that dropout behavior for African-American stu-
dents was related 10 social estrangement (Suen 1983), and
4 study of African American and white men and women found
that social integration is more important for African-American
men, that both academic and social integration are significant
for African American women, and that academic integration
is most important for whites (Stoecker, Pascarella, and Wolfe
1988).

These factors of ruce and gender may also interact with the
type of institution. For African- American students at historically
African-American colleges, academic integration appxears to
relate to success, whereas some have found that social inte
gration is more important at traditionally white institutions
for African-American males (Pascarella 1985). Other research
suggests, however, that the danger of too much social inte
gration and not enough academic integration ¢an be a neg-
ative factor for African American men at white institutions
(Netties, Thoeny, and Gosman 1987). Others have found that
black colleges tend 1o achieve greater academic integration
for both African American and white students, including
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greater involvement o1 the part of African-American and white
faculty in the lives of students (Allen 1987; Fleming 1984;
Gurin and Epps 1975; Nettles, Thoeny, and Gosman 1987).

A study of latinos in six community colleges found that edu-
cational goals and institutional commitment were mediated
by factors of involvement (Nora 1987).

Astin has also emphasized the importance of involvement
to academic success. By building on research related to leamn
ing theory, carlier studies involving the quality of effort (Pace
1984), and his own work, Astin concludes that involvement
in leaming and involvement in campus life are critical factors
in institutions’ and students’ success. By involv'ment, he
means the “amount of physical and psychological energy that
the student devotes to the academic experience™ (Astin 1985,
p. 36). The implication is that the effectiveness of any program
can be assessed by the quality and degree of students' involve-
ment.

Astin suggests, however, that the gaal of involvement is
often difficult to accomplish, because some fundamental
values within academic life run counter to it. The lack of pro
gress in improving leaming can partly be ascribed to a basic
conflict between deep values rooted in the academic tradition
and the conditions that tend to promote sucvess and leaming,
It is now understood that leaming and the commitment to
learning are best accomplished in an environment of coop
eration and support and that such an cavironment is most
likely to promote involvement. Competition, which has been
SO imponant to many campuses, is increasingly being recog
nized as detrimental for many students (Astin 1987; Belenky
etal. 1986; Martin 1985; Palmer 1987; Sanders 1987; Sandler
1987; Sandler and Hall 1982). Grading on a curve, for exam
ple, is problematic because it puts people in comparison with
one another, with the success of a few serving to impede the
success of others. Universal success is impossible when using
such a curve. This structure reinforces a competitive environ
ment that is facilitated by the need and desire of today's sty
dents to succeed (Astin 1987). Indeed, faculty who create alter
native structures in which all students can succeed have been
accused of contribating to grede inflation and have trequently
been soundly criticized for their approaches.

The research to date has been unusually successful in sup
porting the importance of integration and involvement as
important factors in persistence and success While much
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work needs to be done in understanding the nature and im-
portance of involvement for nontraditional groups, the re-
scarch here also suggests the significance of the concept. In
light of it, earlier descriptions of noninvolvement and alien-
ation become particularly significant. We find evidence of
noninvolvemeni —indeed alienation—on campuses for many
nontraditional students. Such findings may help explain why
50 many students do not perform up to their potential.

The sources of the alienation may originate from a variety
of experiences, ranging from racial discrimination to a sense
of “not belonging.” Some of the alienation may also be attrib-
uted to the presence of centain values in the institution that
conflict with an individual's own pattems of leaming or cul-
ture. Competition, which can be antithetical to leaming for
anyone, may be particularly difficult for groups whose own
cultures emphasize cooperation. If the challenge of diversity
is to be met, campuses must confront these issues.

Being the otber is feeling differens, is awareness of being
distinct, is consciousness of being dissimilar. It means being
outside the game, outside the circle, outside the set. . . . Other-
ness restdts in feeling excluded, closed o, precluded, even
disdained and scomed. It produces a ¢ se of isolation,

of apartness, of disconnectedness, of alienation (Madrid
1988, p. 2).

In contemporary higher education, the condition of diver-
sity is all too often a condition of alienation. If the theories
and research on the central importance of involvement are
true, these conditions must change. Several bodies of liter-
ature outside higher education add perspective to understand-
ing the complexity of the challenge of involving students of
dwverse backgrounds in our institutions. The literatures on
cultural pluralism, intergroup relations, and demography sug-
gest important elements to be considered.

Cultural Pluralism

If institutions are to meet the challenge of diversity and create
campuses in which students are truly involved, it is clear that
how we conceive of the institution needs to be clarified.
Despite the discussions about increasing diversity in the stu-
dent body, the underlying assumption in much of the liter-
ature hus appeared 1o be that the goal for students is assim-
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ilation into the dominant values and characteristics of the uni-
versity (Blackwell 1987; Hunt 1975). Indeed, some observers
believe that the groups most successful in integrating into
American society and education have been those whose own
backgrounds were closest to the dominant European tradi-
tions in the culture or those who gave up their identities to
be “Americaniced” (Castaneda 1974; Gordon 1964; Peterson
et al. 1978; Rokeach 1972; Sue 1981). Whether assimilation

is an appropriate goal and if so to what norm one should
assimilate are important questions at the forefront of the issue
of diversity today. For women, “assimilation has been viewed
as the path to equality . . . [but] assimilation at the expense
of femaleness becomes not only undesirable but a kind of
death” (Desjardins 1989, p. 144). Many who struggle with
what it means to be different have echoed such a view.

In contrast to the notion of assimilation, the term “cultural
pluralism™ has emerged to signify a society and comn ity
in which diversity is valued and in which difference can coex
ist with the concept of community (Astin 1984; McBay 1986,
Terry 1981).

The literature includes many different metaphors and mod-
els for cultural pluralism and reflects some underlying con-
tradictions in our understanding of pluralism and our lan
guage for it (Banks 1981; Quevedo-Garcia 1987 ). Moreover,
the view of what a culturally pluralistic society looks like var-
ies. The cultural separatist pravides for the maintenance of
separate cultures that coexist as long as one group does not
infrit. ge on the rights of another, and the emphasis is on cul
tural preservation. The cultural diffusion model suggests that
interaction among groups, interethnic social relationships,
and the borrowing of traditions will occur. Some who propose
this model as the ideal also maintain that because the Anglo
American tradition is dominant in this culture, everyone must
acyuire certain of the traits associated with it 1o succeed. This
view suggests 4 bicultural model in which the dominamt cul
ture does not change but the individuals become facile in
moving between their personal culture and the culture of the
society. A third model describes cultural fusion in which di
verse cultures come together 1o form a new culture that re
flects and integrates the best of many cultures (Watson 1980).

A pluralistic approach acknowledges and stresses cthnic
or group identity (Hunt 1975). A recent report on the racial
climate at MIT defines pluralism as “a social condition . . .

The Challenige of Diversity 37
Q e

Qo




in which several distinet ethnic, religious, and racial commu.
nities live side by side, willing to affirm each other’s dignity,
ready to benefit from each other’s experieaces, and quick to
acknowledge each other’s contributions to the common wel-
fare™ (McBay 1986, p. 2). A thoughtful analysis of the concept
of cultural pluralism suggests that several problems are in-
wlved with proposing the model of cultural pluralism without
addressing some of its limits (Suzuki 1984). As defined by
MIT, for cvample, cultural pluralism adopts a kind of federalist
approach to diversity that focuses on the distinctiveness of
cach group without acknowledging any unifying values or
goals. This idealized model, however, suggests that by allow-
ing for group identity, issues of racism, sexism, classism, or
homophobia will disappedr, an assumption that is not likely
to be valid. It aiso does not reflect the need 1o deal with the
conflict that will inevitably result. The needs of the group may
conflict with those of the larger community or other groups,
and such conflicts must be resolved. One of Suzuki's most
challenging reflections is that the existing social structure,
particularly large centralized bureaucracies, may make the
achievement of true cultural pluralism impossible. The idea
of communities living “side by side™ reflecrs some degree

of autononty and self-control in matters that our large public
burcaucracics make very difficult (Suzuki 1984).

A creative tension clearly exists between the call for involve:
ment and the call for pluralism. Involvement in the institution
suggests the ability to share centain values or goals, while plu-
ralism leaves open the possibility of living paralel but sep-
arate lives. It would appear that the challenge is to try to
define values in which people can share but that at the same
time allow for important differences 10 be acknowledged,
even nourished. Rather than similarity, diversity, whether in
technology, geography, religion, or origins, is the natural order
of things, and the founding values of this country were based
o shured viues about diversity, requining the resolution of
issues of community versus individual cights (Madrid 1988).
This tension is certainly apparent in the U.S. Constitution with
respoect to matters of state and federal jurisdiction. It also
appears in higher education literature, where a creative ten
sion exists between those who argue for the imporntance of
academic freedom and creative anarchy and those who argue
tor the imponance of shared values and organizational culture
(Clark 1972; Masland 1985; Weick 1976).
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Resolving these tensions requires reflectiveness about insti
tutional goals and values and about the ways in which “shared
values” on the one hand and the “value of diversity” on the
other can be brought together. Such an effont is complicated
by the impact that power differentials, inequality, and past
experiences have on institutional discussions. And being
in 2 minority or majority position changes the way one
approach-s these questions (Wilkerson 1989).

It also requires an acknowledgment that conflicts will
emerge and that institutions that are prepared for the chal-
lenge of diversity will also be prepared for conflict and thus
will have the means for resolving conflicts. If the challenge
of a pluralistic institution is to create a process where each
student will experience an environment that accepts his or
her prefered modes of relating, communicating, and learning
as equally important (Castaneda 1974), then the challenges
to higher education cannot be underestimated, particularly
in large burcaucratic structures where multiple choice tests,
large lecture halls, and little interaction may be the prevailing
modes. Such a model also presupposes knowledge and re-
spect and a desire to leam among each of these groups and
the institution.

Intergroup Relations

A long tradition of rescarch and scholarship has grown out
of concem for furthering interracial cooperation in this coun-
try. The dominant questions have centered on the character
istics that would promaote harmony among groups (Allpon
1954; Pettigrew 1985). In light of the challenges of diversity,
this literature contributes significant perspectives. “Intergroup
relations represent in their enormous scope one of the most
difficult and complex knots of problems [that] we confront
in our time” (Tajfel 1982, p. 1). The early assumptions had
been that simply promoting contact among people would
improve relationships. The now classic Nature of Prejudice
points out that simple proximity among people of differemnt
backgrounds is not enough and began to try to specify con
ditions under which such interactions would be positive
(Allport 1954). 1t concludes that these interactions would be
successful only if those involved pussess egral status, seck
common goals, depend cousperatively on e another, and
interact with the positive support of authorities, laws, and cus
toms. Nevertheless, achieving cooperation among groups s
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difficult because a pattem of favoritism develops among
members of the same group. Any tendencies to categorize
people naturally leads to an in-group, out-group division in
which members of one’s own group are inclined to be
favored, particularly in a context of conflict or when the status
of different groups differs (Konrad and Gutek 1987). As a
result, simple proximity of individuals will not producr the
kind of involvement and interaction one would hope for. It
also appears that it is difficult to stop people from making
categorical divisions. Simply placing people into groups tends
to enhance the view that they are significantly different. In
the case of visible minorities, women, the physically disabled,
or older students, it may not be possible to avoid such cate-
gorizations. Thus, those who argue that institutions should
not focus on the diversity within the campus may be ignoring
the reality that such divisions will cccur.

Certain conditions may éncrease intergroup tension and
prejudice:

1. When the contact produces competition;

2. When the contact is unpleasant and involuntary;

3. When the prestige or status of one group is lowered as
a result of contaq;

4. When members of a group or the group as a whole are
in a state of frustration;

5. When the groups have moral or ethical standards objexc-
tionable to the other;

6. When the minority is of lower status or lower in any rel-
evant characteristic (Amir 1969, pp. 338 39).

The conditions for conflict rather than cooperation among
groups are clearly present on many campuses (Epps 1974).
Nevertheless, this literature has also begun to point out to
organizations the benefits of facing these challenges rather
than viewing them as 4 complication. A recent review of the
Fterature suggests chat the negative impact of this pattern of
discrimination between groups can be reduced by stressing
couperation among groups, by encouraging contact between
groups based on true equality, and by facilitating membership
in several groups (Tajfel 1982). This last item has important
significance in this area. Theoretically, individuals who hold
memberships in several groups begin o break down the rigid
nations of “in" group and “out” group that form the hasis of
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tensions and stereotyping among groups. By participating in
both, they facilitate the reduction of stereotyping within either
group. The suppont of policies, procedures, and customs is
also criticai (Asch 1984; Tajfel 1982).

One conclusion to be drawn from this literatur-- s that sim-
ple proximity is nct enough. Proximity creates potential, but
it does not necessarily promote the kinds of goals for involve-
ment that are central to a quality education (Johnson, Johnson,
and Mariyama 1983). Moreover, when individuals of differing
status come together without appropriate support and without
mutually benelicial tasks, the climate may be negative.

Institutions addressing the challenge of diversity need to
address issues of status groupings, institutional support and
climate, mernbership in several groups, and significant contact
in which the task is functionally important. The nature of
many of today’s institutions, combined with increasing enroll-
ments of students of many different kinds of backgrounds,
may explain some of the tension occurring today on college

Demography
While the phrase “changing demographics™ found today in
the literature of higher education is taken to mean changing
numbers of different populations of students, the study of
demographics can provide important perspectives on how
organizations will function. The demography of an organi-
zation refers to its composition in terms of basic attributes
like age, sex, educational level, and length of employment.
At its most basic, organizational demographics focuses on the
significance of numbers. It is argued that the composition of
an organization broadly affects institutional characteristics like
interpersonal and intergroup interaction, morale, tumover,
and performance. Kanter (1977) describes in great detail the
ways in which proportional representation of groups can affect
how people in an organization relate to one another, in par
ticular focusing on the significance of being the only one, or
the token member, of any visible minority. In many ways,
what she describes is a no win sitiation in which members
of the minority or the majority will not find a comfortable way
of relating.

When a group achieves 20 percent of a population, issues
of tokenism appear to decrease. Groups of individuals who
hold smaller proportions are vulnerable to increased visibility,
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scrutiny, and pressure, which can result in reduced perfor-
mance and increased psychological stress (Kanter 1977; Min-
gle 1987, Pfeffer 1983, 1985). Extreme tokenism, being the
only one of a group, may also promote a conservatism that
does not at all reflect diversity, that is, the individual is under
pressure to look and act like the majority if she or he is to
succeed. Of course, it is done at a significant cost to the per-
son’s own integrity and sense of effectiveness (Martin 1985;
Sandler 1987).

A set of apparently contradictory consequences occur whern
one describes the condition of being in the minority, and
these conditions seem 10 exist simultaneously. The first is that
being in such a position has benefits and disadvantages (Kon-
rad and Gutek 1987; Phillips and Blumberg 1982). A visible
minority invariably becomes the focus of attention and as such
might benefit from being noticed. At the same time, being
the focus of attention means one comes under greater scrutiny
and stress. Being “‘the other’ is invisible” while at the same
time “sticking out like 4 sore thumb” (Madrid 1988).

The impact of different proportions also is somewhat con-
tradictory. Theoretically, as the numbers of minorities
increase, more opportunities should exist for contact and the
breaking down of stereotypes. Bu. some evidence indicates
that as numbers increase, the majority group becomes more
threatened, particularly when persons of differential status
are involved. It may be that as numbers increase, it is more
comfortable for minonties but less comfortable, at feast for
a period, for the majority (Kanter 1977; Konrad and Gutek
1987; Kraiger and Ford 1985; Loo and Rolison 19806).

The literature on campus environments provides some sup-
port for these propositions and their apparent contradictions.
With the exception of women and adult leamers, most groups
under discussion here constitute 4 minority 4t the present
time. All ethnic minorities combined still constitute fess than
20 percent of the enroliment in higher education. The issue
of tokenism therefore remains central even when individual
minority groups are blended together. When these groups
are viewed separately, issues of tokenism become even more
evident

Summary

While it is challenging to draw conclusions from such a wide
ranging array of theory and rescarch as presented in the liter
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atures on involvement, demography, pluralism, and intergroup
relations, we can conclude that:

1.

Y

Involvement and integration—formal or informal, aca-
demic of social-—are critical elements for success. The
literatures on academic integration and intergroup rela-
tions support the importance of involvement.

. While an institution can assume that creating formal and

informal opportunities for involvement is important, we
need to pay careful attention to whether the forms of that
involvement will be different for different groups and indi-
viduals. African-Americans and Chicanos may experience
such efforts differently from intemational students or
recent immigrant groups. Furthermore, it must be recog:
nized that variations across different kinds of institutions
will exist as well. What can or will work at one place may
not work at another.

. Highly competitive environments may be detrimental not

only to learning but also to creating opportunities for col-
laboration and memberships in several groups so impor-
tant for pluraiistic communities.

. Centrality is a key dimension as one evaluates paticipation

and programs. Involvement is more significant when it

is closer to the center of rarher than peripheral to the insti
tution’s missicn. Institutions must pay attention to the
ways in which students are encouraged 1o become
involved and the ways in which those students perceiee
the forms of involvement. The highe - education commu-
nity has talked about the importance of diversity for some
years, but without visible and tangible signs of that cen
trality, others may not perceive the message.

. Having significant enough numbers in a group helps pro

vide the vadety and “critical mass™ to reduce the conse
quences of tokenism. A figure of 20 percent is often men
tioned as a critical point. But having sufficient numbers
and proportions is not enough. Without sufficient
numbers, efforts at creating communities that aie com
fortable with diversity will be difficult. Having sufficient
numbers does not guarantee a successful educational
experience.

. Being a member of a nontraditional population is all too

often synonymous with alienati = If involvement and
integration are essential ingredients for success, this con
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nection must be broken.

7. The literature on intergroup relations suggests that simple
contact among diverse groups will not in itself create an
environment that values diversity. Factors such as unequal
status, perceived lack of institutional suppost, a compet-
itive climate, and lack of significant common tasks can
lead to conflict and frustration.

8. Students will do better in environments that are open,
accepting, and affirming. Efforts to establish cooperation
and trust are critical to creating environments in which
students can be involved. Such efforts, however, raise
questions of institutional, group, and individual values
that may need to be addressed if a connection between
the institution and its students is to be firmly established.
Creating environments that are open in these ways will
sometimes confront the behaviors and attitudes of the
majority.

9. Institutions will need to discuss the meaning of pluralism,
those values for which the institution stands, and those
values around which differences can exist.

10. Institutions will need to know much more about students,
groups, and institutional processes. Demographic infor-
mation on the institution, perceptions about the environ.
ment, data on the group affiliations of students, and the
degree of interaction among students and student groups
can be essential.

11. Institutions need to be sensitive to the difficult role of
those in token positions (whether intentional or not) and
to some of the inevitable strains it will create,

12. Conflict will be an inevitable part of the process of creat-
ing educational communities in a pluralistic context. In
addition, some of the conditions for intergoup tension
(unequal status, lack of shared tasks, and so on) are pre-
sent on many campuses today.

The research on involvement and intergroup relations calls
for greater opportunities for cooperative tasks. The literatures
on cultural pluralism and demography point out the ways in
which creating such oppontunities will be difficult. The chal
fenge of diversity rests on meeting the objectives of involve
ment along with and perhaps through pluralism. The classic
work, The Impact of College on Students, describes the kind
of colleges and universities with the greatest potential for edu
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cationa] impact as those with a clear sense of mission and stu-
dents from diverse backgrounds ( Feldman and Newcomb
1969). Such institutions may be the most successful in creating
involvement through the kind of commitment to shared pur-
poses that Allport describes. At the same time, the diversity

of backgrounds contributes varieties of perspectives to the
guestions at hand. Institutions with numbers of diverse pop-
ulations but no sense of shared purposes may invite attrition
because no one feels involved in the institution. Overly homo-
geneous insti*utions may have a difficult time facilitating learn-
ing. In this context, diversity can be viewed as an essential
element to the creation of a truly educational community.

The Challenge of Diversity
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Approaches of Successful Institutions

Some striking similarities occur in the conclusions of many
studies that have looked at “successful” institutions, even
when a variety of student populations are being considered.
Many focus on the need to develop strong programmatic
responses that attempt to facilitate academic and social inte-
gration and are therefore quite consistent with the theories
of involvement. In general, these institutions concentrate on
five areas:

1. Providing students with the tools 10 succeed, At successful

institutions, student assistance is viewed as comprehensive

and central to the institution, and the quality of instruction
is a high priority. Students are therefore free to take advan-
tage of all resources without stigma. In addition to aca-
demic support services, financial assistance, tutoring, and
technical suppont, such programs also focus on intensive
advising programs that use faculty and students 1s mentors
and follow up through the monitoring and evaluation of
students’ progress (Blake 1987; Cardoza 1986; Gittel] 1985:
Glennen, Boxley, and Farren 1985; Richardson and de los
Santos 1988; Valencia Community College 1981).

2. Develaping increased coordination with the sector involy-
ing kinderganten through grade 12 and articidation
between sectors. Early academic preparation and the devel
opment of long-term educational goals are important fac.
tors in matriculation. As a result, successful institutions
have begun to develop programs with elementary and
secondary schools to assist in the process of identifying
students who aspire to college, helping students set goals,
educating counsclors, and working with teachers (Blakely
1987, Nelms 1982; Richardson and de los Santos 1988;
SHEEO 1987). In addition, such institutions recognize that
many nontraditional students begin their coliege careers
in community colleges. Articulation programs, counseling,
data collection, appropriate curricula, and financial assis
tance arc all important featutes of efforts to facilitate and
encourage the transition among sectors of higher edu-
cation (Mingle 1987; Richardson and Bender 1987).

3. Creating an “accepting” campus climate or an “academic
environment that nourishes and encowrages students to
succeed” (Commission on Minority Participation 1988;
Rendon and Nora 1988; Shavlik, Touchton, and Pearson
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1989). These efforts invariably move beyond a focus
directed simply toward students and their needs to
acknowledging the role of institutional policies, proce-
dures, and programs in affecting the creation of a positive
climate for diversity. These efforts inevitably include all
members of the campus community, and central to them
are the divessification of the curriculum, faculty, and staff,
the addition of policies and procedures that attempt to
ensure that appropriate values and standards of expected
behavior are clear and diligently enforced, and the cre-
ation of personal and programmatic support systems that
encourage involvement and success at all levels.

4, Developing access to adequate information and a good
data base that focuses on students, the barriers they face,
and the factors associated with successful completion of
their program.. Because of the obvious diversity in the
needs of different students and the diversity in campus
structures and mission, each institution monitors itself
and its students.

S. Providing strong and focused leadersbip. The importance
of campus leadership is often mentioned as critical to
whatever institutional efforts are made. Effective leadership
from the faculty and administration helps to create an insti-
tutional agenda and to convey the significance of the
efforts. Strong institutional statements may also help alle-
viate some of the risk often taken by those who are in the
minority when they speak out on institutional and cur-
ricular matters (Carodo and Mangano 1982; Clewell and
Ficklen 1986; Gittell 1985; Goldberg et al. 1985; Hu 1985;
Lang 1987; Larwood, Gutek, and Gattiker 1984; Neher 1985;
Parker, Scott, and Chambers 1985, Peterson et al. 1978;
Roueche and Baker 1987; Shavlik, Touchton, and Pearson
1989, Soldler 1982; Spaights, Dixon, and Nicholas 1985).

Lessons from the women’s colleges

No single sector of higher education has been able to respond
fully to all aspects of the diversity that is discussed here. Les-
sons can be learmned, however, from institutions whose mis-
sions are dedicated to one or the other groups under con-
sideration. These environments make explicit the support for
their constituency, providing a de facto statement of the pri-
ority given this goal in all that the institution does. Whether
the institution is a Gallaudet University dedicated to deaf stu-
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dents, a historically African-American college, a college ded-
icated to Native Americans, or 2 women'’s college, these insti-
tutions are important. To the degree that they are special, they
can be models for other institutions of what is needed if one
is to create institutions truly dedicated to educating the diver-
sity of students today. The literatures on women's colleges
and historically African-American institutions were reviewed
for this purpose. These literatures also point to the barriers
that these institutions face in their goals to educate particular
popualations.

Observers genernally agree that women's colleges, even
while controlling for selectivity, have in the past graduated
and continue to graduate a greater percentage of women
achievers than comparable coeducational colleges (Oates and
Williamson 1978; Rice and Hemmings 1988; Tidball 1988).
Many of the writers involved engage in discussion and debate
about the factors associated with this success and in particular
whether it is a function of the institution or the kind of stu-
dent who attends. Some have attributed it less to the envi-
ronment and programs of these colleges than to the kinds
of students who have attended (Oates and Williamson 1978).
Indeed, it is difficult to sort out all these relationships and
to establish clear cause-and-effect relationships among such
things as selectivity, environment, and success. Nevertheless,
agreement is general about what graduates of women’s col-
leges have achieved, the level of students’ satisfaction, and
the kind of climate created (Rice and Hemmings 1988).

Women's colleges—those that are historically African-
American and those that are predominantly white—bave been
able to provide an environment in which women are seen
as central and in which women are present in diverse roles
throughout the faculty and staff. Only in women's colleges
does anything close to equity exist in terms of faculty status,
membership, and rank, and it is from the women'’s colleges
that the vast majority of women college presidents come
("“The College President” 1988; Simmons 1978; Women's Col-
lege Caalition 1981).

Some have demonstrated a remarkably high correlation
between the proportion of women on the faculty and the rate
of women achievers in those institutions, leading to the con
clusion that the presence of women on the faculty is one of
the most important factors in women'’s achievement ( Tidball
1973, 1976, 1980). Even those who believe that not enough
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consideration is given to students’ entering characteristics
have concurred with the importance of this factor and an envi-
ronment that speaks to women's specialness and capacity for
success (Oates and Williamson 1978).

Women'’s colleges have not always been leaders in curric-
ular innovation out of fear of having their curricula negatively
compared to traditional institutions. Even so, their curricula
and teaching have been more apt to reflect women's concems,
siniply because they were more likely to be taught by and
to women (Stimpson 1987). Moreover, evidence suggests that
male faculty at women's colleges also explicitly support the
goals of women’s education (Women's College Coalition
1981). In addition, the environment of women’s colleges chal-
lenges women to become all those things they are not asked
to be in many “coeducational” environments. They are faculty
and student leaders, chairs of committees, merit award recip-
ients, mentors, and beneficiaries of mentors. The environment
of these colleges provides opportunities for varieties of leader-
ship styles, for success and failure, and for nonstereotypic
approaches to women and “their” issues. Research conducted
even in recent vears points out that women behave differently
and are treated differently when they are in all-female envi-
ronments than when they are in coed groups or when they
are taught by women rather than by men (Krupnick 1985).

Because of the same attitudes thar often confront women
concerning their value or importance, women'’s colleges have
to deal with society’s perceptions and often feel they have
to take a conservative approach with respect to women's edu-
cation to prove their value. Many also have been on the defen-
sive about their successes. The result has been that fewer of
these institutions are left to provide models of what institu-
rions dedicated to women can mean.

Lessons from the bistorically

African-American institutions

While one can debate the role of selectivity in explaining the
rates of achievement for graduates of women's colleges, this
issue is not as much of a factor in discussing the achievement
of the historically African-American colleges, particularly in
recent years, Known for educating students with wide-ranging
academic backgrounds, these institutions are further chal-
lenged by fewer resources than other institutions and increas-
ing competition for their students. Neverntheless, these insti-
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tutions account for a much greater share of African-American
degrees at all levels than their enrollments would account
for and have demonstrated success for a broader range of stu-
dents than have traditionally white institutions (Cross and
Astin 1981; Fleming 1984; Green 1989; Gurin and Epps 1975;
Hart 1984; McClain 1979; Maryland State Board 1981; Smith
1981; Wilson 1988).

One analysis of the rate of degrees completed suggests
clearly that traditionally African-American institutions, along
with some selective northeastern universities, have had the
most success in terms of graduation rates (Hart 1984). The
ACE's recent handbook supports this analysis, noting that in
198485 they awarded 34 percent of the BA degrees while
enrolling only 18 percent of African-American students (Green
1989). In addition, 50 percent of the African-American faculty
in white research universities received their undergraduate
degrees at historically African American colleges and univer-
sities (Wilson 1988).

The literature contains considerable disagreement about
other benefits of attending either white or African-American
institutions. These studies rely heavily on statistical data, but
the approaches and the sources of data yield different con-
clusions. Researchers, many employing multivariate statistical
techniques, have looked at whether institutional type makes
a significant difference when such factors as background char.
acteristics are controlled. The results are mixed. A study of
African-American students at both white and African-American
institutions found greater cognitive development and higher
aspit.rions among African-American students attending
Alfrican-American institutions (Fleming 1984). It also noted
that African-American women become more assertive at white
institutions. Another rescarcher has not found institutional
tyne in general 1o be a predictor of success (Pascarella 1985).
Some have found mixed benefits from attending traditionally
African-American or white institutions in terms of speed of
completion and performunce (Nettles 1988a). For example,
one study found that African American students are more
likely to complete the degree in four years at a traditionally
African-American institution but muy have some career advan
tages if they attend a traditionally white institution, presum
ably because of the access 1o “the mainstream” (Braddock
and McPartland 1988). The conclusions from this kind of
research go to the heart of concemns about socicty, because
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they suggest that success in a career may be related to having
aceess 1o people in power and that such access may be more
readily available in traditionally white institutions.

The evidence suggests that the impact of attending one kind
of institution over the other varies with the particular nature
of the institution and its resources, the particular student in-
volved, and other factors, such as gender (Allen 1988b; Flem-
ing 1984; Pascarella, Smart, and Stoecker 1989). Numbers of
authors point to the sometimes difficult choices that students
are asked to make between access to prestige and revources
against access to personal growth and satisfaction (Allen
1988b). They generally agree, however, that historically
African-American colleges and universities succeed in involv-
ing students academically as well as providing environments
that make their success a central part of the institution’s mis-
sion. These institutions accommeodate both educational equity
and intellectual development in a common mission. Authors
point to the generally positive climate in these institutions,
taking the form of wider networks of friendship, more oppor-
tunities for involvement, and greater expectations for success
(Allen 1988b; Fleming 1984; Gillespie 1983; Gurin and Zpps
1975, Morris 1979; Nettles 1986; SHEEO 1987). Historically
African-American colleges have served and continue to serve
an impornant role in higher education by providing the bulk
of African-American leadership and advanced degrees through
an environment that offers tools for success, a sense of cen-
trality, and sufficient numbers to eliminate issues of tokenism
for African American students and faculty. Furthermore, their
admissions standards “are as sensitive to the potential of black
applicants as they are to the limits of their precollege back-
grounds™ (Morris 1979, p. 201).

Summary

What are the lessons leamed from the colleges dedicated to
serving a particular group? As with the characteristics of suc
vessful institutions listed earlier, these institutions focus on
the success of their students and presume their capacity for
success. This effort is clearly facilitated by the presence of
many faculty and administrators who provide role models and
varicties of perspectives. Sufficient numbers enhance success
and the opportunity for variety, something that is more dif
ficult to achieve when the community contains few minorities,
women, or disabled. These institutions also tend to provide

&7



4,

whatever programmatic support is necessary as part of the
educational program. All in all, a special environment—in
many ways a more benign environment—exists in which indi-
viduals leam without their race or gender functioning as a

stigma in their performance.

Implications: An Expanded Focus

What women'’s colleges can assume for women, other colleges
and universities cannot assume for their students. What tra-
ditionally African-American institutions can assume for African-
American students, others cannot assume. Yet most students
do not attend these kinds of institutions, and challenges and
benefits are inherent in whatever choice is made. The last 20
years have provided a myriad of opportunities for institutions
to look at the issues related to diversity and to respond to
them. The characteristics of successful institutions, women'’s
colleges, and historically African-American colleges and uni-
versities include programs and support services that focus on
the particular needs of particular students and groups while
also creating organizational climates that are positive and sup-
portive of students’ diversity. A number of handbooks and
prog-am descriptions available in the literature describe some
of the successful institutional approaches to meeting a variety
of students’ needs (Clewell and Ficklen 1986; Richardson,
Simmons, and de los Santos 1987; WICHE 1987). While some,
such as ACE's Minorities on Campus (Green 1989), address
programs for minority students and others, such as Educating
the Majority ( Pearson, Shavlik, and Touchton 1989), address
women's concerns, the themes are sufficiently consistent to
be of critical importance for all institutions. The dominant
focus in many of these approaches is still on the needs of the
particular student group and appropriate institutional re-
sponses to those needs. This monograph began by noting
how important the phrasing of questions is in shaping the
answers that follow. Here again this issue must be addressed.
The basic conceptual framework for many of the more ra
ditional responses to diversity has focused on student assis
tance. Tutorial services, financial aid, ramps and braille maps,
and academic support programs all reflect an effort to respond
to problems that students bring with them. Fundamentally,

it is a “deficit” approach to diversity in that it attempts to
improve success by providing the student with support and
resources. In many institutions, response has been broadened
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considerably through efforts to address the climate of the insti-
tution for these students. Campuses have added ethnic studies
programs, ethnic support centers, women'’s studies nrograms,
evening classes, and other institutional changes. These effonts
to provide institutional accommodation still focus on the
“special needs” of nontraditional students but acknowledge
ways in which the institution can present barriers to success.
More and more, however, what appears throughout the
literatures on the many groups that have been relegated to
the margin is a set of themes requiring a shift in the ways we
approach the challenge of diversity and the focus of the issue.
By asking bow an institution begins 1o educate and create a
climate that is involving for all its members, the question is
focused on fundamental aspects of the institution and its abil-
ity to embrace diversity, rather than on its ability to simply
add programs or make modest changes. Recognition is
increasing that specific programmatic and policy responses
bv themselves are not sufficient to make major strides and
that more fundamental organizational shifts are required.
Without this shift, all other approaches (while still important
and essential) run the risk of simply helping students “adjust,”
“manage,” or “survive” in an alien environment. *“Unfortu-
nately, many critics have been so impressed by the newly
erected monuments to equal opportunity that they have failed
to recognize that the foundations are the same as those [that]
have for centuries perpetuated a structure of inequality of
opportunity” (Morris 1979, p. 273). A similar theme is voiced
enib o jucation of women: “Now is the time for our insti-
tuticn. s higher education to reshape organizational struc-
tures, (uestion institutional values, reexamine policies and
procedures, and develop plans to sincerely meet the needs
o women, faculty, administrators, staff, and students™ (Pear
son, Shavlik, and Touchton 1989, p. 8). The need is present
to build on and maintain the efforts of those successful insti
tutions that focus on individuals' and groups’ needs and at
the same time to focus on all students, all faculty, and the
INSULULION's <apacity to organize for diversity.
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ORGANIZING FOR DIVERSITY: Fundamental Issues

Higher education is faced today with the necessity—and the —
oppaoitunity—to oixce again rethink v/hat it does and how it

does it. At the core of this effort is the organization's improved 178 Gdldiition
capacity to educate in a pluralistic society for a pluralistic to whether
world. But to do so requires a shift in our thinking from a Studerits are
focus on the issues surrounding studenis and “the problems” prepared for
they create for the institution. In addition to whether students w'g g a
serious

are prepared for learning is a serious question as to whether
Institutions are prepared for diversity. Such a shift requires
a different rationale for thinking about change. If the insti as
tution is concerned about the capacity to deal with diversity, to whether
then the attention is on the entire community. Diversity institistions
among faculty, staff, and students is seen as important not only are
for the support such individuals provide for specific groups for m
but also for the importance of diverse perspectives to insti- *
tutional success and quality. The institution recognizes that
remediation is an issue for many students and that concem
for effective teaching and leaming must be a paamount objec
tive throughout the institution. Readiness to deal with diversity
requires asking about the attitudes and information of tradi-
tional students as well as nontraditional students. Indecd, at
a number of institutions, programs have been developed that
focus on muiticultural awareness for all students through
workshops and course credit. Such programs assume that in-¥
viduals need education about and awareness of pluralism.
The message is that educating for diversity is important for
everyone to credte a suitable environment for diversity, both
in the university and in society (Banks 1981; Barbarin 1981).
On many campuses across the country, the challenges of
creating an organization that embraces diversity so that it can
truly begin to educate all students has begun.
Instituticnal self reflection, let alone transformation, is nix
an easy process. It raises questions about the institution and
its assumptions about the academic enterprise. Moreover, the
picture of what colleges and universities s:.ould look like is
not yet clear, though the research on successful institutions
suggests some of the issues that institutions must address.
Higher education is a highly complex, decentralized system,
and within that system is an enormous array of institutions.
Thus, the process of change and the specific goals for change
will necessarily be specific to the institution. Nevertheless,
the existing review of the literature suggests that colleges and
unijversitics -large and small, commuter and residential, pub

The Challerge of Diversity 55

Q

70




lic and private, urban and rural—will be asked to confront
a number of challenges as diversity is addressed.

Diversification of Faculty and Staff

The call for a more diversified faculty and staff in the literature
is viewed almost universally as impontant. The literature is
clear about the importance of faculty support in general and
the importance of this role in particular for nontraditional sw-
dents, whether a. ault leamers, disabled students, or minority
students. Certainly an important aspect of the success of his-
torically African-American colleges and women's colleges rests
on the imponant role of African-American faculty and staff
and women faculty and staff in running the institution. The
emphasis on a diverse faculty and staff is indeed critical but
for more reasons than are often articulated.

Five reasons emerge. The first three deal with faculty and
staff roles relating to students. The most common reason
given for the need to diversify faculty and seaff is to provide
support for the benefit of students from p...icular groups.
Observers generally acknowledge that students in the minority
will seek out a faculty member who, they perceive, under-
stands their experience. Often this selection is based on gen-
der, racial or ethnic commonality, or disability. Given the envi-
ronment on many campuses, such faculty and staff play a very
important role. Indeed, evidence suggests that such faculty
and staff, because of their relatively small numbers, are often
burdened by the advising and counseling that accompany
their role as a4 member of a visible minority.

A second reason for encouraging the diversification of fac-
ulty and staff is that diversification is an important symbol to
students from these groups about their own futures and about
the institution's commitment 1o them. Third, diversification
of the campus community creates a more comfortable envi-
ronmenit for students as well as for faculty and staff. The strains
suffered by students also exist for faculty and staff members
who represent diverse groups. These individuals assume the
burden of being spokespersons, mentors, Support persons,
and symbals, while also trying to perform to rigorous pro-
fessiona! standards, At the same time, they may «ndure the
same kind of foneliness and insensitivitics also experienced
by students (Blackwell 1988; Olivas 1988; Smith 1980).

The last two reasons for the importatce of a diversified face-
ulty and statf relate o benefits to the institution. Diversifica-
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tion of the faculty and staff is likely to contribute to what is
taught, how it is taught, and what is important to learn, con-
tributions that are vital to the institution. Faculty trained in
traditional pedagogy and in traditional methodologies often
find it difficult to fundamentally change coc~-s and curricula.
Diversificaion of the faculty and staff make it easier, because
the likelihood is greater for the introduction of different per-
spectives and approaches and for many more opportunities
for professional collaboration. People like administrators and
faculty in decision-making positions who have had their own
experiences with aspects of institutional life that create bar-
riers or even alienate students offer the institution an invalu-
able service by providing their perspectives on potential prob-
lem areas. 1t should be remembered, however, that no single
individual can represent any more than his or her own per-
spective or be sensitive to all the issues, needs, and concermns
of each disparate group that has been described. An African-
American faculty member, for example, cannot reflect all the
issues of a disabled or a Latino student. Thus, what is needed
is true diversity. Fifth, a diverse faculty and staff reflect one
measure of institutional success for an educational institution
in a pluralistic society. As fong as the leadership of our insti
tutions contains only token representation of persons from
diverse backgrounds, institutions will not be able to claim
that the goals for society or our educational institutions have
been achieved.

Thus, the issue of diversity in ficulty and staff assumes
direct as well as indirect importance for campus efforts,. White
these efforts are important for students from those groups,
they are also imponant for the institution, Concem is great,
however, that being able to achieve this goal in the near future
is highly unlikely (Blackwell 1988; Sudarkasa 1987; Valverde
1988; Wilson 1987a). The lack of growth in higher education
over this past decade and the incareased use of part time fac
ulty have combined to produce fewer opportunities for faculty
and staff advancement. Now, projections for openings in the
next decade are more optimistic, but it is almost universally
recognized that the lack of retention and the lack of attrac
tiveness in pursuing advanced degrees for today's and yes
terday's undergraduates threaten institutional goals for increas
ing the hiring of more women and minorities (Blackwell
1988). If the presence of a truly diversified faculty and staff
is critical, this situation jeopardizes institutional ¢fforts,
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It is important to note that the barrier to diversification is
not simply an issue of numbers. Avaitability of individuals to
assume these positions is clearly a problem. Evidence sug:
gests, however, that institutions are also having difficulty
retaining faculty and staff of different backgrounds for the
same reasons they have had problems retaining students. The
current revolving-door pattem is an extravagant waste of
human resources and a major obstacle to change. Efforts to
retain and develop staff and graduate students already within
the institution are therefore as important as increasing the
pool of applicants to the institution.

Mission and Values

As indicated earlier, some of the values rooted in the aca-
demic tradition are now coming into question. Issues of
values are not easily identified, discussed, or dealt with. Given
the literature on organizational effectiveness, however, it is
probably very important to identify those values that are cen-
tral to the institution’s mission and those that are not. It is also
critical that this discussion be held in such a way that tradi-
tional assumptions may be open to question. Two sets of
values are frequently cited as important: competition/coop-
eration and individualism/concem for community. The
increasing evidence on the effectiveness of cooperative learn-
ing, for example, suggests that traditional structures that en-
courage competitiveness may be counterproductive to the
institution and to all students (Astin 1987; Palmer 1987). Rather
than being viewed as a threat to institutional quality, such
changes may well tum out to improve institutional effective-
ness. Discussions about individualism and community touch
not only on matters of importance to a number of ethnic and
racial groups but also on the increasing concem about nar-
cissism and unethical behavior in society (Harris, Silverstein,
and Andrews 1989; Mcintosh 1989, Minnich 1989). Have we
gone too far in encouraging competitive and highly individ
ualistic practices at the expense of concem for the community
and at the expense of good leamning?

Questions about values emerge at all levels of the institu-
tion. Perhaps one of the most challenging has to do with the
ways in which students perceive that the alues and perspec:
tives they bring with them to the academic community are
not appreciated and may even put them into conflict with
institutional norms and behaviors. At its worst, students may
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perceive that they must abandon the values of their own cul-
tures or background to succeed (Ogbu 1978). The resulting
phenomenon of alienation is contradictory to the central role
being given to the importance of involvement in one’s edu-
cation and with the institution.

The question of values also extends to how the campus
functions and to the norms and expectations for performance.
As has been suggested in this monograph, grading practices,
decision making, approaches to leaming, residence hall life
styles, dress, and interpersonal manners are very much
affected by values and by background. Creating a campus envi
ronment in which one is free to discuss these issues and in
which one can create alternative practices can be difficult. The
overall pattern of teaching practices in higher education, for
example, has never adequately reflected what we know about
leaming. Large lecture classes, lack of immediate feedback,
muttiple choice tests, and 5o on do not reflect the necessary
variety in pedagogy for adequate leaming (Smith 1983). One
might conjecture that as long as students could succeed
despite this kind of teaching and as long as one did not care
about those who did not succeed, we did not need to connect
teaching with leaming. Now those conditions must change.
Fewer and fewer students succeed. To connect teaching with
learning requires knowing abowt students, knowing about
the subject matter, and knowing about conducive environ-
ments for leaming. Perhaps because of their marginal status,
more of these issues are being raised today as they relate to
nontraditional svdents. Just one example of altemative forms
of pedagogy is described in Women's Ways of Knowing
(Belenky er al. 1986). Despite methodological issues about
the study's ability to generalize about gender, the report does
vividly describe a group of women's preference for “con-
nevted” leaming. The authors describe connected leamning
as an interactive experience in which involvement facilitates
leaming. In this form of learning, empathy, care, and under
standing are viewed as important parts of the process of mak
ing judgments. Class participation, collaborative projects, and
students’ contributing to one another’s views would be seen
as critical. In contrast, the values implicit in many traditional
forms of pedagogy are isolation, cynicism, and competition.

Areas of new inquiry, however, are not always well received,
particularly if they are not in the accepted tradition of one's
colleagues or institution (Pearson, Shavlik, and Touchton
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1989). Many have viewed feminist scholarship and ethnic stu-
dies, for example, as peripheral to the curriculum and as sub-
jects of nonserious inquiry. Moreover, some view such schol-
arship as contributing to the weakening of the curriculum
(Bloom 1987). The issues involved go to the heant of such
questions as what constitutes a good education, what we
mean by quality and how we evaluate it, and the appropriate
methodologies in the search for truth. For faculty members
interested in asking new (uestions in new areas, the risk can
be great unless those areas are already seen as legitimate or
unless they themselves have the status to alter approaches

in their fields. And it can be very difficult for those who rep-
resent minorities in the decision-making process.

Institutions face a challenge in differentiating between
those values and goals that facilitate learning and serve the
institution’s mission and those values that leave some groups
on the margin. At the same time, it is important to be open
to new ways of accomplishing goals. Evidence on the benefits
of cooperative leaming for all students, for example, suggests
that traditional structures that build in competition may be
counterproductive. Such environments may be detrimental
to most students. Values and the clarification of assumptions
about values are at the heart of the issue of diversity.

Dealing with Conflict

Even the most superficial analysis of what is happening on
nany college campuses suggests that conflict is either openly
present or just under the sutface. Some degree of conflict
would be expected when individuals and groups from diverse
hackgrounds try to come together in an institutional setting
(Jones 1987). While increased numbers may be more com-
tortable to a member of 4 minority group, they may be more
threatening to a member of the majority. Thus, conflict may
be intensified on many campuses as they become more
diverse or more explicit in their efforts to diversify. A look

at the literature on intergroup relations suggests moreover
that the conditions are present for conflict, given the com-
petitive environment, unequal status of individuals and
groups, frustration caused by hostile environments, and per-
ceptions of unresponsiveness by some and favoritism by oth
ers and given that little exists to bring groups together in
meaningful contact (Amir 1969; Gamson, Peterson, and Black
burn 1980). Building on the literature of cultural pluralism,




we can expect conflict when desirable values are incompat-
ible. Campuses, for example, are struggling with having to
choose between setting desirable standards for speech and
behavior and suppotting rights of free speech given in the
First Amendment ( Starnford Observer 1989). Yet the existence
of conflict may be a good sign that the institution is grappling
with many of these issues and is in the process of fundamental
change. Indeed, a very significant study of the pattems of
adaptation that occur in institutions dealing with issues of
diversity suggests that conflict may be part of the process that
will assist institutions to identify essential changes (Skinner
and Richardson 1988). Conflict can therefore be a pathway

to leaming (Green 1989).

Though higher education is rooted in a tradition of debate
and the free exchange of ideas, it is not clear that dealing witn
conflict, particularly the kind of conflict apt to become emo.
tional, is one that institutions can deal with very effectively.
The conflicts that can emerge from trying to create truly plu
ralistic environments are uncomfortable and may need to be
s0. The challenge is to create vehicles for dealing with conflict
in an eavironment that is open to differences. Indeed, a char-
acteristic of many successful campuses has been the creation
of strong policies, procedures, and even special programs of
mediation and arbitration to recognize the existence of con-
flict and 1o use it as a vehicle for leaming by the institution
(Green 1989).

The Quality of

Interaction on Campus

The body of research cited that reflects the impostance of stu
dents' invoivement with the institution requires an institu
tional assessment about involvement, how students can be
come invalved, the level of interaction among students and
between students and faculty, and the general dimate of the
campus for involvement. The literature on intergroup relations
that suggests the need for students and faculty to panticipate
together in meaningful and important work also supports the
iinvolvementf involvement. While residential campuses and
smaller institutions have more natural potential to develop
involvement, the challenge is present for all institutions. Many
campuses use mentor programs, programmatic effonts the
college and depantmental levels within the university, resi
dence halls, and athletic programs to build communities of

The Challenge of 1 )x'tvrsﬂ_'v_“- ..

) ';76

6!



involved students and faculty. For large public institutions,
the challenging question is whether meaningful leaming com-
munities can be developed that benefit from diversity.

Educating for Diversity

As institutions begin to evaluate the quality of climate for
diversity, one inevitable discussion centers around the role
of the educational process and in particular the role of the
curriculum (Slaughter 1988). Many more institutions are
beginning to articulate a commitment to educate students

for living in a pluralistic world and 10 create environments
that embrace diversity. The content of the curriculum insofar
as it serves these goals, the styles of teaching, and the modes
of assessment are all being evaluated. Schools like Stanford
and the University of California-Berkeley have now moved
to require that all students develop some familiarity with the
diversity of American cultures and with issues of race, class,
and gender. Curricular transformation involves the same kind
of developmental process as institutional transformation in
moving from courses that address the voids in the curriculum
to efforts to ask new questions that more naturally embrace
the pluralism of perspectives in the field (McIntosh 1989).

The role of pedagogy is very important to this aspect of edu-
cation. Recognizing that groups and individuals may leam
in different ways requires rethinking the ways in which teach-
ing occurs. The increasing community of students with leamn.
ing disabilities has focused attention on this issue, but the
discussion touches on the literature conceming the adult
leamer, racial and ethnic groups, and women as wr:ll. In other
words, it touches on more than a majority of all students.

The issue of assessment is another component of this edu.
cational challenge. Not only are the goals for assessment
ambiguous in terms of the kinds of leaming being evaluated;
significant questions also exist about many of the forms of
assessment now in place. For example, for those with learning
disabilities, multiple choice, time limuted tests may be invalid
indicators of leaming,. The controversy concerning the role
of standardized tests for women and minorities reflects similar
concems about the validity of present testing approaches.
Without valid indicators of leaming, underestimating the per-
formance of many populations of students is a significant risk.
This controversy is being highlighted by coun challenges to
the means of awarding New York State scholarships to women
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and by criticisms of the nationa! movement to require exam
inations for teachers (Duran 1986; National Center 1989).

The Perceived Conflict between Access and Quality
The continuing message that a fundamental conflict exists
between issues of acvess to the institution and quality is per-
haps the most disturbing indication that present institutional
approaches to diversity are inadequate (Adolphus 1984; Bim-
baum 1988; Mingle 1987; Rendon and Nora 1987; Skinner
and Richardson 1988; Stewart 1988). Given the number of
national studies concemned about the effectiveness and quality
of higher education and the call for increasing standards, the
higher education community needs to carefully and thought-
fully address this apparent conflict.

Much of the discussion about improving institutional quality
focuses on perceptions about the quality of the students being
admitted and concern about lowering standards, although
these perceptions can also be found in discussions about hir-
ing and retaining faculty and staff (Gamson 1978; Mingle
1987; Peterson et al. 1978; Willie and McCord 1972). There
is reason to believe that the questions being asked and the
assumptions being made result in an inappropriate conflict
between these two central vaiues. Several important points
must be made:

* The concem about the preparation of students, while
affecting many minority students, is rof a minority prob
lem. While the impact of poor preparation on those who
come from disadvantaged backgrounds is more devas
tating, declining preparation of students is a national issuc
affecting virtually all schools and all students. Indeced,
most poorly prepared students are white (SHEEQ 1987).

* The concem that the admission of many minority groups
represents a lowering of test scores ignores the fact that
the goals of higher education with regard to admissions
have atways reflected different levels of preparation
among its students. Even the most highly selective insti-
tutions have sought diversity in geography, antistic and
athletic talent, and leadership among its students rather
than populations of perfect GPAs and SATs. With these
types of diversity, quality was discussed hardly at all
because the educational community and the public
understood that quality presumably embraced the con
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tributions of those with different strengths. Moreover, it
was widely recognized that grades and test scores could
not define all that was needed for success in academics
and the community. The value of diversity when it comes
to students that differ mariedly from the majority seems
1o be recognized far less, however.

Much of the evidence conceming the tension between
quality and diversity rests on lower standardized scores.
As indicated elsewhere, serious uestions exist about the
predictive validity and the power of these instruments
for women, for many minorities, and for those with leam-
ing disabilities (Duran 1986; Grubb 1986; Morris 1979;
National Center 1989; Sedlacek 1986; Thomas 1981; Wil-
son 1980). The same could be said for leaming assess-
ment programs that rely on these kinds of measures.
Changing measures of assessment does not mean low-
ering standards for leaming. Indeed, one characteristic
of institutions described earlier as successful is that they
set high standards and expedtations. We are challenged
to develop adequate assessment programs and to avoid
relying on inadequate programs that, because of expe-
diency, have the effect of diminishing the evidence of
performance for particular groups. Though assessment
takes a different form for faculty and staff, concem exists
that many institutions do not know how to evaluate the
quality of scholarship or performance of those from dif-
ferent faculty groups as well.

The problem about quality also involves how we define
suceess in school and a student's capacity to leam. If we
assume that only one way to learn is correct and at the
same time place individuals in environments that are only
murginally dedicated to their success, we are setting up
whole groups of students for failure. Early evidence
focused attention on academic preparation as the maost
significant factor in achievement, feading many rescarch
ey to conclude that academic suceess is 4 function of
preparation, not race (Richardson and Bender 1987). As
this monograph has suggested, however, to the degree
that issues of racism, sexism, homophobia, and the gen-
cral preseace of an alienating eovironment also affect per.
formance, then lack of perfomunce cannot be focused
entirely on the student. All too often we have assumed
the institution’s perfection and students’ incompetence.
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Care must be exercised in how we teach, about the envi-
ronment in which teaching takes place, and about how
we assess leaming.

Numerous references in the literature suggest that the fun-
damental predisposition of higher education has been to
maintain homogeneity and to adapt only when necessary
(Marris 1979; Verdugo 1986). A critical example of it may be
occurring now in the discussions about whether some insti-
tutions have set limits on access for Asian-American students
because they are “overrepresented” in the student body. The
credibility of higher education's commitment to quality and
diversity is weakened when access of Asian-Americans is
limited in the name of diversity and access of African-
American and Latino students is limited in the name of quality.
The net result of both is to perpetuate homogeneity.

If these two concepts-—diversity and quality—remain in
conflict, the challenge of diversity will not be met. The ques-
tions once agdin are whether the conflict is real and whether
we are asking the right questions. When quality is measured
in one way only, conflict between quality and diversity is
created (Madrid 1988). The implications are that we can
broaden our understanding about quality without diluting
expectations for leaming or for the curriculum. The institution
will reed to carefully evaluate its standards. its performance
criteria, and the climate in which leaming occurs, however.

The Changing Climate

At the same time that institutions that genuinely wish to
change face significant challenges, other forces facilitate a rec
ognition of the ne -} for change. As troubling as some of the
incidents of raci<: hatassmen. and sexual harussment have
been, they have served to bring to the forefront the nature
and depth of sor » of the problems within the community

of higher education. Some institutions have begun 1o study
themselves, listening to the experiences of their staff, students,
and faculty while acknowledging the need for change. Many
institutions, including some of the more prestigious ones,

are now leading the way in their effonts to address some of
these issues. At the same time, awareness is growing at the
nationa! level that major public policy and social implications
are involved. Some of the recent national commissions on
the achievements of minorities have been both urgent and
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eloquent in their calls for change and action.

Changing student demographics and the increased voice
that students and staff can find in influencing institutional pol-
icy have facilitated the awareness of a need for change. It has
combined with cor+inuing institutional concem for enroll.
ments to put students in 2 more influential position than they
have been in during other times. This is now a time of increas.
ing student activism. Over the next decade as large numbers
of faculty retire and larger numbers of students enter the col-
legiate generation, we can anticipate a shift in institutional
priorities from a concem for enrollment to a concern about
hiring faculty, and it may well shift the focus away from the
quality of students’ experience to the quality of the faculty's
experience {Bowen and Schuster 1986; Smith 1988). The
improved environment for faculty, their salaries, and their hir-
ing may assist in attracting more minorities and women to
faculty positions. Some evidence suggests, for example, that
it may already be occurring. While the overall numbers of
minority Ph.D.s has declined in recent years, the number has
actually increased for minority women (Coyle and Bae 1987),

An organizational approach to diversity has significance for
virtually all institutions regardless of the diversity within their
student bodies, for it acknowledges the importance of diver-
sity for society and for its future. The reality of demographic
shifts is such that Hawaii's “minority” student enrollment is
06.4 percent and Maine’s is 3.8 percent. The appruach 1o edu
cating for all forms of diversity --minorities, women, disabled,
adult leamers, and part time learners-- and the imporntance
of educating all students to live in a pluralistic world are as
relevant to Maine as they are for Hawaii, however.

By creating an organization that can deal with diversity and
by taking a coriprehensive approach o diversity, institutions
will find themselves less frigmented in dealing with the
numbers of groups with spevial needs. It will then be more
likely that the special needs and perspectives f any number
of groups will be more easily accommodated. Moreover, an
institution that organizes for diversity will derive many bene
fits from this approach, not the least of which is the increased
capacity to respond to change (Weick 1979). Other Oppor
tunities are present as well:

* Revitalizing the curriculum:
* Developing new appraaches o policy and organization;




* Modeling the development and growth of “global
villages™;

* Increasing dialogue and thus success co iceming the char-
acteristics of the environment that foster good teaching
and leaming;

* Creating an environment that appreciates the ways in
which difference contributes to education;

» Clarifying the values that are essential to the academic
mission and to the creation of community;

* enefiting from the diversity of teaching approaches.

* And for students, particularly but not only in residential
institutions, experiencing the excitement and opportun
ities to learn from diversity.

In odher words, opportunity is greater for much enhanced
institutional success and quality.
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ASSESSMENT AND IMPLICATIONS

While the challenge of diversity is indeed a national challenge,
no clearly marked paths are present to creating educational
organizations prepared for this process, given the complexities
involved in the concept itself and in human and organiza-
tional behavior in general. Nevertheless, consistencies emerge
from a wide ranging set of literatures suggesting some of the
steps needed.

Institutional Assessment

Information is an important element in efforts to create
change and 10 assess the need for change One of the impor-
tant initial strategies that can be applied in an instituz’on is

an assessment in which all aspects of the college or university
are evaluated and can serve as a point of reference. A funda-
mental question frames the assessment: How is the institution
doing with respect to diversity?

Because the effectiveness of research is critically related

to its design, an institutional audit needs to be sure:

* That generalizations acrass groups are not made until the
validity of such groups is confirmed,;

* That the perspectives of a diverse set of constituencies
and groups are involved in the design and interpretation
of the results,

» That the instruments used 1. _ollect data, whether surveys,
interviews, or tests, are checked for their validity and
appropriateness for the campus and its constituencies
and that, where possible, multiple methods are used,

* That the aspects of campus life and individual and group
characteristics studied are inclusive enough to tap a broad
range of issucs.

Appendix A lists some of the questions thut can be asked
in assessing an institution's status with regard to credting an
involving environment. it is by no means complete but might
provide the basis for an sudit guide, Minorities on Car. s
(Green 1989) provides additional questions to broaden the
focus.

Research

The need for ¢ontinued research on diversity in higher edu
cation is great. Efforts to identity successful pre grams that may
serve as muadels for other institutions are very important. The
use of national data bases, not only to track students but also

“add and stir”
is not enougb.
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to identify institutional characteristics that facilitate success,
provides important perspectives. Studies addressing institu-
tional characteristics, however, must move beyond measures
of selectivity ar.d resources to ensure that a broader range of
institutional qualities is address~d. We also need to know
more about the varieties of way s in which students can be
involved and how, if at all, those ways differ among specific
populations. A parallel need exists, however, to track the pres-
ence and retention of faculty and staff and to look at the insti-
tutional experiences of those individuals, not only at the pro-
fessional level but also at the graduate level. The Council of
Graduate ! hools {1986) has called for such efforts because
of the centrality of faculty and staff for the efforts being
considered.

A profound need also exists for greater dialogue concemning
the results of empirical studies and for synthesis of results
that address both theoretical and applied questions. Part of
this dialogue could entail efforts to clarify apparent contra-
dictions so that accurate conclusions can be drawn o1 so that
further research could be developed to clarify these differ-
ences. The array of studies available that address similar ques-
tions with different methodologies and analyses and all too
often reach different conclusions limits the role of the scholar
and the researcher in contributing ro what is actually occurring
in our institutions. The loss is significant nor only for edu-
cational research but also for effective institutional change.

Because institutions vary in their mission, size, complexity,
and makeup, the need continues for institutionai cesearch
on a number of topics that will allow individual institutions
to assess their own success in educating students from widely
diverse backgrounds as well as the climate of the institution
for these students, for faculty and staff, and for more wadi-
tional students. Institutional research on who comes, who
stays, students” satisfaction, factors associated with retention
and graduation, and alumni perceptions can be very helpful
in identifying issues and in creating o mate for change
(smith 1982). Great care must be excercised in framing ques
tions for research, however, so that “deficit” models are not
reintroduced.

Coordination among Sectors
some of the data on educational preparation continue to re
inforce the impontance of quality preparation in kindergarten

8



through grade 12 to students, to higher education, and to soci-
ety as a whole. Traditionally, higher education has not directly
addressed these issues except through schools of education.
This review reinforces the degree of sed-interest that higher
education should have in issues of precollegiate education.
Clearly, higher education cannot address all these issues on
its own, but it is responsible for training the teachers and edu-
cators who run schools and has an important role in the na-
ture of school systems and in the importance given to the edu
cational profession. Higher education also produces the schol
ars for future generations of faculty. Moreover, the standands
set for entrance and for assessment have an impact throughowut
the school years. The presidents of Stanford and Harvard are
two leading educators who have acknowledged the impor
tance of the role higher education should take in this effort.
The nature of the education all students receive conceming
issues of diversity can have a major impact throughout the
educational system.

Additionally, in states where community colleges assume
a significant role in the education of studeuts—ar.d in par-
ticular, minority and adult students—articulation between two
year and four-year institu;ions must be strengthened. This pri
ority is addressed in Califomia, which is actively akempting
to address this issue through the development of 2 revised
master plan for higher education in the state (Joint Committee
1988). Following up on students’ progress, early intervention,
articulation of courses, and coordinated student services are
all important features of this effort (Cohen 1988; Donovan,
Schaier-Peleg, and Forer 1987; Richardson and Bender 1987).
Gathering data is a critical element, though trying to assess
the retention and transfer rates from two-year institutions to
four-year institutions is a challenge, given the diverse reasons
students have for attending community colleges.

Saate higher education executive officers have developed
an important report outlining the particularly significant role
that states can play in setting policies and expectations to facil
itate institutional and cooperative responses. In addition to
financial support, programmatic support, and policy, states
have important roles in the design and implementation of
effective programs to gather data (Callan 1988; SHEEO 1987).

National Issues
In addition 10 the national studies that clarify, study, and bring
attention to the challenges of diversity, a need exists for sup

The Challenge of Diversity P E')
" q

Q

71



pott in encouraging students to enter teaching and those
fields where women and minorities have traditionally been
undenepresented. Sufficient evidence suggests that previous
national, corporate, and foundation efforts to encourage stu-
dents to enter graduate and professional schools have been
successful. That need is emerging once again as higher edu-
cation prepares for a new wave of challenges and opportun-
ities presented through the attrition of faculty hired during
the growth of the sixties (Council of Graduate Schools 1986).
Related to these kinds of programs is the need to focus once
again on financial assistance so that students can more rea-
sonably choose programs appropriate to their goals. They can
involve direct assistance as well as programs that forgive loan
obligations for students going into certain fields, such as
teaching.
Costs and Commitment
Some students are very much affected by issues of cost. Yet
fe'eral and state funding of financial aid has decreased during
the last 10 years, and many institutions have seen the percent-
age of their resources allocated to financial aid growing larger
and faster than any other portion of the budget (Stampen and
Fenske 1988). The pressures on institutional budgets and
national pressure to limit the increase in growth for the costs
of higher education place significant strain on institutions to
limit spending. To the degree that some of the changes
needed, such as increased financial aid to minority students
or pant-time students, add to costs, the changes will be slowed.
Perhaps one of the greatest challenges presented is the
need for sustained commitment and effort. The need for
change is urgent, but institutional change will not be easy or
quick. With equal pans of dismay and cynicism, numbers of
writers observe that higher education’s concems for such
issues run in cycles. Indeed, “unless we recognize the sys-
temic nature of persistent racial inequalities, progress . . . may
never be more than marginal and episodic” (Morris 1979, p.
2G9). Others suggest that it is only in response to a crisis that
institutions or those involved in public policy will respond.
The implication is that when the crisis ends, the commitment
also ends (Adolphus 1984). While many are calling it a crisis,
the nature of the change needed will no doubt require sus-
tained commitment. “What is needed is a level of commit-
ment such that the risk of retreat is forever banished” (SHEEO
1987, p. 12).
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While some authors are inclined to debate the importance

.f leadership in creating change, studies to date reflect the
importance of institutional leadecship in creating a climate
for change and in achieving change. Leadership is required
not only to set explicit goals and provide the resources for
change but also to frame relevant questions and set the tone
for the resulting discussions. For example, the dichotomy
between quality and diversity needs to be eliminated so that
the necessary discussions can occur in a climate that does not

assume that being different is synonymous with being inferior.

Energetic leadership will be required to achieve the diversity
in faculty and staff that is essential to success.

Throughout the literature is the implication that some of
the prevailing attitudes and values in higher education not
only create a chilly dlimate but also may actually impede
leamning for many more than a minority of students. Indeed,
it impedes learning for the majority. Addressing issues of
cooperation versus competition and individualism versus
community may result in a far healthier community and a far
stronger educational system. These issues, however, require
careful analysis and discussion. Sensitive and educated lead-
ership will be required.

Conclusion

Twenty years ago a concertea =ffort was begun to change the
shape of American higher education. In that it resulted in
changes in the programs and curricula of the academy and

in the makeup of its students, faculties, and staffs, these efforts
have been successful. If the perspective of several decades
can provide a single prevailing lesson from such changes,
however, it is that to simply “add and stir” is not enough.
Whether or not the melting pot will be the metaphor for plu-
ralism, embracing diversity in all its obvious and subtle forms
will be its necessary ingredicnt. Nearly 400 years ago, the poet
John Donne observed that the loss of one person represerts
more than the loss of one small piece of humanity; it repres-
ents a loss to all of humanity. Donne’s ancient bell tolls still,
for clearly the issues of diver- -y have significance beyond
those of the disenfranchised, beyond communities that ex-
clude rather than include. If higher education is to meet the
needs of all of its constituents, these issues must be con-
fronted—not just because they are important to a special

group but becausce they are vital to all institutions and the nation.
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APPENDIX A

INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

* Makeup of the student body
What is the demographic makeup of the studont body at both
the undergraduate and graduate levels in terms of racial and
ethnic minorities, gender, age, part-time or full-time status, stu
dents with disabilities? What issues of preparation are evident
in the student body? What is the retention rate of each subpop
ulation in relation to the whole and to each other? How do grad
uation rates compare?
What information is available about the factors associated with
success? What is changing and how are these changes viewed
from the perspective of the various campus constituencies? In
what ways does the institution invoive students? Does the lead
ership among students reflect the diversity on campus?

¢+ Makeup of the faculty and staff
What level of diversity is present within the faculty and staff?
Do significant gaps exist between the character of the student
body and the character of the faculty and administration? Is it
clear . 1t standards for recruitment and promation are fair and
can be evaluated appropriately? Are faculty and staff who rep
resent nontraditional groups concentrated in special programs
or are they well represented throughout the institution? How
successful is the institution in retaining anu promoting such fac
ulty and staff? What are the levels of satisfaction for the faculty
and staff as a whole? For various subgroups? Does the leadership
of the organization exhibit diversity?

The physical and visual environment
What, if any, physical barriers exist? To what degree do the archi
tecture, use of space, and art communicate a value of diversity?

* Special programs
Have the special needs of specific groups been audited? What
is needed for whom? How sucvessfud have institutional program
matic effurts been? Are sufficient resources available to provid::
necessat, support 1o students so they can succeed? What role
does financiad aid play in students’ retention and pedformunce?
Are financial aid policies flexible enough to meet the neads of
diverse student groups?

* Psychosocial environment
What are the expectations for success in the environment?
Wht is the level of fculty, administestive, and board susnon
for individuals and for programs? What are the atitudes vithin
the campus commumnity about different groups and abont diver
sity? Is the population comfortable with differences? Do any
explicit or implicit values alicnate rather than involve particular
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groups? What are the ways in which the institution involves or
fails to involve all members of the community in the institution?
What are the levels of satisfaction among diverse faculty, student,
staff, and board groups? What are the patter—s of interaction
among stidents and between students and 1aculty? What feed-
back do alumni have about their experiences in the institution?

The curriculum

To what degree are students aware of the diversity in their insti-
tution and in the country? How knowledgeable are they about
that diversity and about the cultures, histories, and situations

of those from whom they differ? To what degree does the cur
riculum reflect the variety of new scholarship relating 10 diver-
sity? (In some institutions, the curriculum will never be com-
prehensi |, but being carefully selective can reflect a knowledge
of and respext for diversity.) What are the educational goals for
all students? What evidence exists that the institution is success
ful in educating for diversity? How does the institution accom-
modate 4 variety of leaming styles? Are any particular values
required for success? What means of assessment are currently
used or considered? What barriers exist to success for each
student?

Administrative practices

Have policies been carefully scrutinized and enforced for their
efforts to include, not exclude? Are inappropriate behaviors dealc
with decisively? To what degree does the organizational structure
involve members of diverse constituencies? Have tangible 2ad
visible cfforts been made to ensure that decision making at all
levels and in all areas reflects the diversity in the community?
How successful have recruitmet and reventtion of faculty and
staff been? Does a program exist to encourage the professional
development of faculty and staff at all levels? Does an ongoing
program of research exist to assess the institution's effectiveness
and succeess in responding to diversity? What means are available
to resolve differences among campus groups and to deal with
conflict as a community?

Leadership

Do visible and tangible signs of leadership focus on organiza
tional responses to diversity? How is the presence of diversity
perecived - as a contribution to the scholely community or as

a detraction? Are faculty rewarded for their sucoesses in edu
cating a wide range of students? Do those in leadership positions
within the institution, students, faculty, staff, and board bring
diverse perspectives to their roles?
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